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Ethiopian eunuch might have had a copy o£ Isaiah,^ but it is not likely that 
there were many Christians who could have afforded the luxury of personal 
copies. Eventually courses of instruction for candidates were instituted. Ap- 
parently, however, this was a development well beyond the time of the first 
century. During these formative years the average Christian gained his 
knowledge and reverence for the Scripture from his attendance at the service 
in which he heard it read and explained. Although during the early years 
there had never arisen the thought that there would come a time when other 
writings would be placed alongside the Bible and would even gain greater 
respect, eventually precisely that happened. In his description of the weekly 
worship of Christians Justin Martyr writes (ca, 150 aj>.) : 

And on the day called Sunday, all who live in cities or in the country gather 
together to one place, and the memoirs of the apostles or the writings of the 
prophets are read, as long as time permits; then, when the reader has ceased, the 
president verbally instructs, and exhorts to the imitation of these good things.^ 

And in II Peter— ^vritten apparently at about the same time— it is said: 

And account that the longsuffering of our Lord is salvation; even as our be- 
loved brother Paul also, according to the wisdom given to him, wrote unto you; 
as also in all his episdes, speaking in them of these things; wherein are some 
things hard to be understood, which the ignorant and unstedfast wrest, as they 
do also the other scriptures, unto their own destruction.® 

That is, by the middle of the second century there existed writings which 
had been produced by Chrisdans and which had come to be considered a 
part of the Scripture. Just what writings had achieved this dignity caimot be 
said, for there was diversity of opinion among Christians. It was not until 
two centuries later that a list exactly coinciding with our twenty-seven ap- 
peared as canonical. Although by the middle of the second century all of 
these and numerous others had been produced and were coming to occupy 
an increasingly important place in Christian affection, one cannot speak of 
them as canonical, in the sense that they had been formally adopted by vote. 
None the less, there was coming to be a general feeling that some of these 
writings had a distinct place in the service of worship and the instruction of 
inexperienced Christians and candidates for admission. There were differ- 
ences of opinion about some of the writings, but so far as the letters of Paul, 
the four gospels, and the book of Acts were concerned there can be no ques- 
tion that by the end of the second century they had come to occupy an un- 
questioned place among Christians everywhere. Individual churches and 
groups of churches had become convinced of their value. All the later councils 
did was to approve and sanction formally this spontaneous and intelligent 

•Acts 8:28. 

^ApoU 1,67,3 

•n Pet. 3:15 1 
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choice and to end the discussion regarding the place of others which had 
hitherto remained on the fringes, t/tz., Hebrews, Revelation, and several of 
the Catholic epistles. 

Enough has already been said to make it clear that these writings were not 
penned by their authors to rival or even to supplement the Old Testament, 
did not become canonical overnight, and showed the greatest divergencies 
of form and outlook. The fact that they are now regularly and conveniently 
bound between one set of covers — as, of course, was not the case for centuries 
after their production — sometimes gives rise to the notion that they are chap- 
ters of a book, that the several authors contributed monographs as do modern 
authors to some Festschrift, Such, of course, is far from the case. Instead of 
being one book, the New Testament is a library composed of writings pro- 
duced to meet the practical needs of the Christians for whom they were 
intended. 

As they stand in our English Bibles they fall into six different groups: 

1. Four gospels, 

2. Acts, 

3. Thirteen epistles ascribed to Paul, 

4. Hebrews, 

5. Seven Catholic, i,c,, “general” epistles, 

6. Revelation. 

The first two sections comprise the so-called historical books, that is, those 
purporting to give the history of Jesus’ ministry and its results to the time 
of the advent of his great aposde Paul in Rome. Then follow twenty-one 
writings in the form of letters. Thirteen of these have regularly been attrib- 
uted to Paul, as they all purport to be, although about several of them legiti- 
mate questions have often been raised. Of these thirteen nine are addressed 
to a particular church or group of churches, four to individuals. The so-called 
Epistle to the Hebrews while having some similarity in outward appearance 
to these letters is actually quite different in nature and is more of a tract than 
a letter. The other seven are grouped together as Catholic episdes, and righdy, 
for in spite of some superficial appearance of being addressed to an individual 
they are all intended for Christians wherever found. The last of the twenty- 
seven, the Revelation or, as it is often called, the Apocalypse, stands quite 
alone in our collection, the sole representative of a type of literature which, 
though common at the time of its production, soon disappeared although 
some traces of this kind of writing arc to be found in the Synoptic gospels. 

Again, the order of the books in our Bible is not chronological. Ancient 
tradition is almost unanimous in placing the episdes of Paul first, and modern 
scholarship agrees. Because of the superior authority of those books embody- 
ing the teaching of Jesus and because they give a picture of the earlier events, 
they have always been placed first in the list from the time when the books 
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began to circulate under one cover, although, as will later appear, the relative 
order of the four gospels themselves was by no means always the same as ours. 

In attempting a critical introduction to these various writings there is a 
distinct advantage in following the natural grouping; 

1. The Pauline episdes and Hebrews, 

2. The Catholic episdes, 

3. The Apocalypse, 

4. The gospels and Acts. 

This method is not striedy chronological, for some of the Catholic episdes 
(notably II Peter) are very late, and furthermore it separates the Gospel 
of John from I John, with which it is closely joined; on the other hand, it 
is of distinct advantage to examine each writing in line with others of the 
same general type, and there can be no doubt but that Paul’s letters to his 
various churches resulted in later Christians adopting the epistolary form. 

As a matter of fact, at an early date the various books circulated in much 
these four groups. Before the invention of printing copies of the whole New 
Testament, while not unknown, were comparatively rare. Instead were to 
be found (i) “the Gospel,” by which were designated our four gospels; 

(2) “the Apostle” or Corpus Paulinarum and including, of course, Hebrews; 

(3) Acts and Catholic episdes, which eight regularly were copied together; 

(4) Revelation which generally circulated alone. While this grouping will be 
followed in general, it has seemed wise to treat Acts with the gospels rather 
than with the Catholics because of its literary connection vtith the Gospel 
of Luke. 

But before turning to the Pauline epistles several terms need definition and 
brief discussion. In contrast to “general introduction,” which deals with the 
New Testament as a whole, is “special introduction,” or, as it more com- 
monly is called today, “higher criticism,” which deals separately with the 
problems of each particular book. There has been much unnecessary prejudice 
aroused by the use of the term “higher criticism.” It is called “higher,” not, 
as is often popularly imagined, in arrogant and fancied superiority to the 
humble writings under discussion, but in contrast to the other type of criti- 
cism, viz,, textual or “lower.” This latter has for its sole object the reconstruc- 
tion of the exact text of each book as it left the pen of the particular author. 
If we had the original copy (technically called the autograph) of each of 
these books, there would be no reason for textual criticism. But since these 
have long since disappeared and in their place we have thousands of copies, 
both in Greek and in the various dialects into which the Greek was early 
translated, and since no two of these copies exactly agree, the textual or lower 
critic sets for his task the reconstruction, as near as possible, of the ipsissima 
verba. In distinction from this the higher critic deals not with the text— 
for this he is dependent upon the lower critic— but with the sources 
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and methods employed by the particular author in question. Ail questions 
dealing with authorship, date, and general character o£ the writing are his 
concern. Who was the author ? Why did he write ? When did he write ? To 
whom? What were his sources of information? Is the writing as we now have 
it all from one pen or arc two or three writings from the same author tele- 
scoped together, or, on the contrary, have two or more different authors all 
had a hand? In a word, higher criticism is simply historical and literary re- 
search helping to evaluate the biblical writings in such a way that they may 
speak for themselves. Thus it should be evident that the terms “higher*’ and 
“lower,” as here applied, are the result of the New Testament being con- 
sidered a river. The lower or textual critic stands downstream at the river’s 
mouth; the higher critic approaches it at a point higher up near its sources. 
Hence, the notion, first, that “higher” means a self-constituted and absurd 
arrogance on the part of egotistical scholars, and, second, that criticism means 
fault-finding adverse criticism, eager in its quest for flaws, is seen to be the 
sheerest nonsense. Higher criticism is essentially positive; to be sure, it may 
often destroy unfounded tradition and perverse opinions, but its purpose in 
this is solely to prepare the ground for constructive building. One of the 
greatest advances in the appreciation of the Bible which has been made 
possible by higher aiticism is the total discrediting of the old proof-text 
method of interpretation. According to this perverse practice every biblical 
passage was considered of equal weight for truth and doctrine. A quotation 
from Esther or Matthew, from Ecclesiastes or Romans — all stood on the same 
platform. Higher criticism has revealed that this was based on the unfounded 
assumption that the Bible was one book equally and completely inspired, 
that there was no such thing as a progressive revelation. Today we know far 
better. We recognize the Bible as a collection of books written under varied 
circumstances by men who were vastly more than the fingers of God, men 
who lived in some cases centuries apart and whose purposes in writing were 
often very different. Yet one object they all had, namely, to answer the prob- 
lems of life as they saw them and not to provide a textbook for life in the 
twentieth century. Thus higher criticism has not only totally discredited the 
proof-text method, but it has revealed what the true sphere of the Bible is. 
Foolish men who try to make the Bible do what its authors never intended 
it to do have gone far toward discrediting it in the eyes of many men. When 
we realize this, it takes on a new character. We see it as a progressive revela- 
tion of God’s power at work in human history; not something superimposed 
on man from above as a textbook of life, but as a portrayal of the experiences 
of men in the past at grips with life, with their successes and failures. When 
it is realized that more than a thousand years intervened between some of 
the writings in the Old Testament and in the New and that these years had 
resulted in vast differences in life and thought, contradictions in thought and 
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expression cause no surprise. In a word, higher criticism enables the Bible to 
speak for itself in intelligible language and to be judged by its own standards. 

But before an ancient writing can speak for itself, can tell of its author’s 
outlook on life, and the situation that confronted him, we must have that 
writing in the form in which it was originally written. As has already been 
said, during the centuries that elapsed between the time of composition and 
the appearance o£ our earliest manuscripts the writings had been frequently 
copied. As a result numerous changes had been made, both intentional and 
accidental. But not alone minute changes such as alteration in spelling or 
word order, but more drastic alterations occur. Additions and interpolations 
are occasionally to be found. Two or more writings, originally distinct, have 
been copied together as one. Obviously it is necessary to take matters of this 
sort into consideration before attempting to interpret the writing. Hence the 
question of integrity is of great importance. By this is meant simply : Is the 
book as we possess it exactly the same as it was when it left the author’s 
hand? For the sake of clearness a few examples may be not out of place. 
Many scholars are of the opinion that II Corinthians is not in the form in 
which Paul composed it, but that two — some would say even three or four — 
letters have been telescoped. Not that this material is not Pauline, but that he 
did not write it in its present order. On a subsequent page the reasons will be 
given for believing that the last four chapters are actually part of a quite 
different letter which he sent to Corinth before writing chapters 1-9. It is 
universally recognized that Mark 16:9-20 is not a part of the original gospel, 
but was added by a later hand many years after the evangelist had finished. 
The famous section of the Woman taken in Adultery (John 7:53-8:11) was 
not an original part of this gospel. Several manuscripts have it after Luke 
21:38. In the King James Version I John 5:7-8 reads: 

For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the 
Holy Ghost: and these three are one^ And there are three that bear witness on 
earth, the spirit, and the water, and the blood: and these three agree in one. 

But the italicized words do not occur in any Greek manuscript older than the 
fifteenth century, nor in the Greek Fathers, nor in any ancient version except 
Latin. Their earliest appearance, except in Latin dress, is in the fourteenth 
century. Any use of them, accordingly, to evidence the views of the original 
author would lead to absurdity. Other famous passages which must be con- 
sidered more or less doubtful are Luke 22:i9b-20, 43-44; 23:34a, In Westcott 
and Hort’s The New Testament, pp. 583-600, is given a list of those readings 
suspected or definitely rejected by those conservative editors. 

Under the caption language and style many important questions are in- 
cluded. How good is the Greek in the particular book under discussion? How 
does it compare with that in other books of the New Testament? With other 
writings purporting to come from the same pen? Is it translation Greek? 



PRELIMINARY CONCERNS 209 

(This question is once more to the fore with regard to the gospels,) How do 
the vocabulary and style of the Pastoral Epistles (I Timothy, II Timothy, 
and Titus) compare with others from the pen of Paul? Are the differences 
too great to allow the belief that Paul wrote them? Are the difference of style 
and phraseology of the Gospel of John and the Revelation explainable on the 
hypothesis of common authorship? 

What were the occasion and purpose of the book? Why was it written? 
To meet what need? Often this is directly stated in the book (cf. John 20:31) ; 
at other times only inferences can be drawn. 

Who were the readers for whom it was intended? (i) Often it is clearly 
stated as in I Corinthians, II Corinthians, Philippians, Colossians, Philemon; 
but then arises the query: What was the condition or situation in the church? 
Was it gentile or Jewish? (2) Sometimes the statement is not clear. For 
example, who were the “Galatians”? What is meant by “the twelve tribes of 
the dispersion” (James)? Who is “the elect lady” (II John)? “Gaius” (III 
John) ? (3) Frequendy it is not stated at all, as is the case with Matthew, 
Mark, John, and probably Luke and Acts- (4) Occasionally when it is stated 
there are legitimate grounds for doubt, as, for example, Ephesians, I Timothy, 
II Timothy, Titus. 

The question of authorship is often very important. Often it is not stated 
and can only be inferred, if at all, from hints, deductions, and tradition. This 
is true, for example, of the gospels. Acts, Hebrews, I John. Often when it is 
stated there appear to be grounds for question, as, for example, in the case 
of the Pastoral Episdes, James, Jude, I Peter, II Peter, Ephesians, 11 Thessa- 
lonians. Here the term authenticity (to be sharply differentiated from the 
quite different integrity) is common and signifies: Is the writing what it pur- 
ports to be? Two kinds of evidence are available: (i) External evidence, 
i,e,, quotations and other comments from early Christian writers evidencing 
the traditions current at that time. Naturally the line between tradition and 
sheer guesswork is often only imaginary. (2) Internal evidence. Does the 
knowledge shown in the book of the history of the times under discussion, 
of the geography and customs, justify the belief that that individual could 
haveAvritten it? Are the style and oudook on life as shown in the Pastorals 
consistent with that shown in Romans or I Corinthians? Does the portrait 
of Paul in Acts allow the traditional view that it was written by a companion 
and friend of the great apostle? Are there anachronisms? In II Peter 3:16 
Paul’s episdes are referred to as Scripture in the same sense as the Old Testa- 
ment. Is it conceivable that such a view prevailed during the lifetime of 
Peter? 

The date and place of origin are often highly important, (i) None of the 
writings are plainly dated, although inferences can occasionally be made with 
fair probability through references or allusion to events of which the dates 
are known. Dates are not unimportant in spite of much loose popular talk 
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to the contrary. Oftentimes the way in which a passage is to be interpreted 
is directly consequent upon its date. For example, in the parable of the 
Marriage Feast reference is made to the anger of the king, the sending forth 
of his armies, and the resultant burning of the city.® If, as is not improbable, 
this reflects the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 a.d. by the Romans under Titus, 
it is obviously not a word of Jesus and evidences that this parable at least has 
been edited and altered in the light of later events. (2) Nor do any of the 
writings state the place in which it was produced. The citations at the close 
of the Pauline episdes as printed in the King James Version (but omitted in 
the American Revised Version) are not originally parts of the letter, but arc 
due simply to the voice of tradition. Sometimes the place of composition may 
be determined -with fair probability from a knowledge of the history of the 
period, as, for example, in the case of I Thessalonians and the correspondence 
with Corinth; or from a clue in the book itself, as in the case of James. 

It is with questions of this sort — and this list is not exhaustive; each book 
has particular problems connected with it— that the higher critic must concern 
himself. It is largely from his careful and unprejudiced investigation of them, 
from his ability to allow his findings to determine his feelings rather than 
his feelings his findings, that any real solid basis of knowledge of early 
Christianity is made possible. 

“Matt. 22:7. 



Chapter XV 

THE LETTERS OF PAUL 


As HAS been remarked on a preceding page,^ we know very litde of Paul’s 
life previous to his conversion, and, for that matter, of the years immediately 
following. The obscurity is not lessened by the fact that our two sources of 
information (Acts and Galatians) are not easily reconciled — ^in fact, probably 
stand in distinct disagreement at least in so far as details are concerned. In 
matters of fact Paul’s own account is naturally to be preferred to that of the 
later writer; even this, however, is so condensed that it is far from clear. 
Suffice it to say that following his conversion— apparently in or near Damas- 
cus— he spent ^some time in “Arabia,” then returned to Damascus. “Then 
after three years” — apparendy this is to be dated from the time of his con- 
version, although grammatically it might mean after his return from Arabia — 
he went to Jerusalem, and after fifteen days there went “into the regions of 
Syria and Cilicia.” That these years were spent in zealous preaching for the 
new cause is implied by the words “And I was still unknown by face unto 
the churches of Judea which were in Christ; but they only heard say, He that 
once persecuted us now preacheth the faith of which he once made havoc; 
and they glorified God in me.”^ But the details of the story are unfortunately 
not known. Fourteen years later he went to Jerusalem once more, this time 
with Barnabas.® This has usually been interpreted as meaning fourteen years 
after the previously mentioned visit, that is, seventeen years after the con- 
version. On the other hand, it may mean fourteen years after the conversion, 
and has been so understood by several competent historians. Furthermore, we 
cannot be certain how the years were reckoned. Conceivably “seventeen 
years” could mean as litde as fifteen full years plus a small fraction of the 
preceding and following years; similarly, “fourteen” need not be more than a 
few months over twelve. Thus it is impossible to be confident about the 
chronology of these years. One thing, however, is certain. Paul had been a 
Christian missionary for several years — ^at least twelve, not impossibly sev- 
enteen^— before writing any of the letters known to us. 

^See p. i8o. 

*Gal. 1:22,23. 

*Gal. 2:1. 

* It has occasionally been suggested that instead of “fourteen*’ “four” should be read in Gal. 
a:i. The emendation would be trifling (A instead of I A, that is, AIAAETON instead of 
AIAIABTUN) and would simplify the Pauline chronology in two regards; (i) It would not 
make Paul’s conversion so early; (2) it would reduce the period of these years of silence. Both 
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The importance of this fact is twofold, (i) The account in Acts also passes 
by this time spent in the regions of Syria and Arabia in silence: '‘And when 
the brethren [sc. in Jerusalem] knew it, they brought him down to Caesarea, 
and sent him forth to Tarsus’* (9:30). . . . “And [Barnabas] went forth to 
Tarsus to seek for Saul; and when he had found him, he brought him unto 
Antioch” (i i :25, 26) . From then on the Acts account of Paul’s labours is much 
fuller, sketching out his activities in precisely those districts (and in no 
others!) from which we have Paul’s letters. Most modern scholars have as- 
sumed as axiomatic that the author of Acts is unacquainted with the Pauline 
letters. Such an assumption docs make certain disagreements between Acts 
and the Pauline letters perhaps less surprising. None the less, it is remarkable 
that the author of Acts passes by in silence the one period of Paul’s ministry 
for which he could get no information from the letters and summarizes it 
with a word® which sounds surprisingly like a paraphrase of the similar 
word in Galatians.® 

(2) But even more important than this indication that it might be re- 
warding to reconsider the relationship of Acts and the Pauline letters is the 
significance of this period of years for Paul’s own thought. All of these letters 
come from the pen of Paul the mature Christian and experienced Christian 
teacher. There is no reason to assume that his later career was essentially 
different from that of the years spent in “Syria and Cilicia.” As he went later 
from place to place making converts and founding churches, so presumably 
he did in this region. That his career as a Christian missionary began when 
Barnabas brought him from Tarsus to Antioch is sheer assumption. Even on 
the assumption that this detail of the story (Acts 11:25) is striedy historical, 
it is scarcely to be imagined that Paul had been content to do nothing but 
make tents during the interim or that Barnabas would have turned to him so 
many years later had he not made a reputation in the meanwhile. Further- 
more, the famous list of hardships which Paul boasts of having undergone 
as a minister of Christ'^ implies many experiences unrelated in the conven- 
tional three journeys of Acts.® That during these years his thought ripened 
and matured is scarcely open to doubt. Had we a letter from his pen shortly 
after he had left Damascus, how different must it have read from even the 
earliest of those which we now possess, and what a light it would have cast 
upon pages now dim beyond recall. 

His extant letters date from the next ten or a dozen years. During these 

of these considerations arc significant. None the less, there is absolutdy no manuscript support 
for this reading. Hence the conjecture is probably unjustified and has never won any con- 
siderable support. 

"Acts 9:30 £. 

•Gal. 1:22-24. 

Cor. 11.16-33. 

before departing from Ephesus (Acts 20:1), since this portion of 11 Cor. apparently is 
to be dated from Ephesus during this period. Sec below, pp. 257-260. 
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years he was travelling back and forth across Asia Minor and Greece, until 
after an outbreak of hostility against him in Jerusalem and a period of im- 
prisonment in Caesarea he was sent as a prisoner to Nero’s court in Rome. 
Finally, after many delays and an enforced stay on the island of Malta he 
reached Rome, wnere he presumably met his death after another two years 
of imprisonment 

That Paul wrote his letters to provide a nucleus for a new Christian litera- 
ture or to enable later Christians to familiarize themselves with his achieve- 
ments or his beliefs we have already seen is far from the case. Rather, he 
wrote his letters because he could not at the moment pay personal visits. 
They all have specific purposes, arc all w/^rapractical in their nature. Some of 
them are in answer to questions which his perplexed churches had raised; 
some are to check difficulties which he had learned about in some way or an- 
other. One is intended to disabuse the minds of a church which he had not 
yet visited but hoped to visit in the near future of hearsay prejudice against 
him. One is to urge a fellow Christian to forgive his runaway slave who is 
returning in penitence; another is to recommend a Christian woman who is 
removing from one city to another. Had Paul possessed the magic carpet 
enabling him to be in any place at any time he chose, he would not have writ- 
ten his letters. 

They are all letters in the truest sense of the word. It is unfortunate that 
they have been regularly referred to as “episdes,” for an episde is quite dis- 
tinct from a letter. For while a letter is a purely personal writing, intended 
for the ones addressed — ^in Dcissmann’s happy phrase, the writing of an “I” 
to a “you” — ^and hence not intended for general reading or circulation, an 
episde is a distinct literary device, a letter only in form, intended for gen- 
eral reading and designed to influence whomsoever it chances to reach. 
Some of Cicero’s letters have come down to us; even the casual reader can 
scarcely fail to feel the difference between their personal and intimate tone, 
the casual reference to some incident so well known to the intended re- 
cipient as not to need amplification, and the rhetorical and carefully studied 
Epistolae Morales of Seneca. Episdes in the true sense of the word are not 
lacking in the New Testament. Certainly James, probably Hebrews, arc to 
be so regarded. The writings of Paul are not of that type. Even Ephesians, 
at least if it be actually Paul’s own, can scarcely qualify as an episde, 
although it has something of its quality; the writings to “Timothy” and 
“Titus” are epistles, but they are not from the pen of Paul. 

The nature of Paul’s letters should warn us that, since they are letters, 
the writer assumes much as known and accepted by his readers, and can 
accordingly make a casual reference to an event to them well known. As 
time goes on, that knowledge is gradually lost and things once clear be- 
come involved in doubt and have to be rediscovered or guessed at by later 
readers who try to make belated use of writings never intended for them. 
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Thus, to choose but one example, was Titus circumcised or not?® No one 
today knows, in spite of vigorously expressed opinions pro and con. Paul’s 
words admit of either interpretation. The Galatians did know, and hence 
could understand the allusion. 

As a corollary to this, it is to be observed that, since these are letters, the 
points argued and stressed are often not those of the greatest importance. 
They are usually points about which differences of opinion existed. To most 
of the churches addressed, Paul was no stranger. He had spent weeks, in 
some cases months, with them. They knew his views on the great central 
facts; these he can take for granted. It is to show them their mistakes in 
the apphcation of these central facts to their daily life, to help their doubts, 
that he writes. For example, in I Cor. 15 Paul discusses the resurrection. 
He does not argue about the resurrection of Jesus. His readers accepted that 
fact. His emphasis is to convince them that their bodies too will be raised. 
Regarding that point there was skepticism in Corinth. Furthermore, many 
of the questions he discusses are those propounded by the perplexed church. 
He answers the question because it has been raised. Obviously these are 
often questions which he considered of second-rate importance; else he 
would have discussed them when present. Failure to observe these character- 
istics of the true letter distorts them, and has often contributed to the 
curious notions which have arisen about the thinking of the apostle. It need 
hardly be said that he was writing for those of his own age, specifically for 
his own churches, not for us. That again and again his words apply to us 
is due not to any dual purpose of the aposde to the gentiles, but to the fact 
that the real problems of life are often much the same even in widely dif- 
ferent areas. On the other hand, that many problems which convulsed 
these early churches have long since ceased to be problems is as clear, from 
the reading of an epistle like I Corinthians, as is the opposite fact that 
many new problems have arisen of which he never dreamed, and upon 
which his writings, accordingly, cast no light at all. 

Four of Paul’s letters stand together because of the circumstances under 
which they were composed. When Paul wrote them he was not engaged 
in missionary activity, but was in prison. These four — ^Philippians, Phile- 
mon, Colossians, and Ephesians — ^are properly styled “the letters of the 
captivity.” This imprisonment has generally been identified as the period 
in Rome with which Acts closes. The other six— Galatians, I and II Thessa- 
lonians, I and II Corinthians, and Romans — ^in contradistinction have often 
been designated “the earlier epistles.” But recendy it has been urged that 
the letters of the captivity were written not from Rome, but from Ephesus. 
If this be admitted, and there is much to be said for the view, the term 
earlier ior the other group is unfortunate, since then at least one, probably 
two, perhaps three, of them in their present form would be not earlier but 

•"Gal. a:i-5. 
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later. Nor is the term “missionary epistles,” adopted by Bacon, much bet- 
ter. The only letter which we have from Paul’s pen that is not distinctly 
missionary in character is one of that very group, Romans, for this letter, 
at least in its present form, was the only letter sent by Paul to a church for 
which he felt no direct responsibility. It is perhaps then unwise to attempt 
to label the groups; rather, it is better to consider the individual letters in 
only a roughly chronological order. About two of them, II Thcssalonians 
and Ephesians, legitimate doubts as to authorship can be raised; none the 
less, each of these depends so completely upon another companion letter, 
I Thessalonians and Colossians, respectively, that it is advantageous to 
consider them in these connexions without regard for absolute chronology. 



Chapter XVI 

THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS 


There are few more baffling problems for the student of the Christian be- 
ginnings than those involved in the letter to the Galatian Christians. That 
it is a genuine letter of Paul and that we have it essentially as it was first 
written have rarely been questioned, and never by unprejudiced critics. 
Forgery is out of the question. The obvious excitement under which it was 
written; the passionate form of expression; the sudden changes of front- 
all these are quite unlike the work of a later Christian essaying to write 
in Paul’s manner. Furthermore, although the Greek is at times very diffi- 
cult with sentences beginning in one sequence and ending in another^ and 
although there are many "‘audacities and flaws in the argument,” there is 
litde reason for questioning the integrity of the writing. This is no cool or 
studied essay. Paul is so excited that his thinking is constandy outdistancing 
his power of expression. 

When we turn to the other questions: What called forth this passionate 
rebuke and defense.? To whom was it directed? When and from where did 
Paul write? we find ourselves involved in difficulties. Although these latter 
three questions have always been recognized as most obscure, the occasion 
and pizrpose of the writing have usually been considered self-evident. Re- 
cently this has been called into question with what appears to me good 
reason.^ Before considering the question of purpose it wUl be well to state 
simply Paul’s apparent argument. 

The temper of the writing is evident in the opening words; “Paul, an 
aposde, not from men, neither through man, but through Jesus Christ and 
God the Father. . . Although Paul generally styled himself an aposde 
in the opening words of a letter, this emphasis that his apostleship was 
not from men but from God, strikes a different note, and reveals that Paul 
is on the defensive. Furthermore, the complimentary paragraph which reg- 
ularly stands after the salutation in the other letters — ^“I thank God for you 

^ “But from those who were reputed to be somewhat (whatsoever they were, it maketh no 
matter to me: God accepteth not man’s person) — they, I say, who were of repute imparted 
notJung to me, . . The normal conclusion to “From those who were reputed” would have 
been “I received nothing,” not “they imparted nothing to me.” This break in construction is 
technically called anacolouthon. 

®W. Lutgert, Gesetz und Geist (1919); J- H. Ropes, The Singular Problem of the Epistle to 
the Galatians ( 1929 ). Both of these essays — the latter is based upon the former— deserve more 
attention than they seem to have received. 1 find myself in substantial agreement with their 
main contention, and have made free use of their arguments in the following pages. 
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. . — ^in which the virtues of the particular group are extolled, probably 

to make the resultant criticism or suggestions the more palatable, is want- 
ing here. Instead he at once plunges into the attack: 

I marvel that ye are so quickly removing from him that called you in the grace 
of Christ unto a different gospel.^ 

Then he continues: Actually it is not another gospel at all; it is simply the 
work of men nullifying Christ’s death and making it of no avail. 

He has already sounded his challenge that his apostleship is from God 
and his message likewise from God, not from men. Thus he can say, 
Let all who preach a different, pretended gospel be accursed! Then he 
justifies this tone of authority and attack by recounting his life experience, 
obviously to show how unfounded were the charges against him. God 
had taken him and had made him his apostle. It was God, not men, who 
had given him his message. He had not received it from the Jerusalem 
group; in fact, his contacts with them had been of the slightest, and years 
after his call. He had never learned anything from them. Even the pillars 
had had to admit that he had been entrusted by God with the gospel of the 
gentiles. Later, when Peter had come to Antioch he not only had main- 
tained his independence, but had publicly rebuked Peter, though to do 
so had meant to stand alone. Since his gospel is from God, he can speak 
as he does. He has been crucified with Christ — ^his life is in Christ — ^when 
he speaks, Christ speaks through him. This whole section of autobiography 
(1:10-2:14) which concludes with the almost lyric personal confession 
(2:15-21) appears intended to justify his thesis that his gospel came not 
from men but from God, hence no gospel which clashes v^ith his can be 
from heaven regardless of who it may be that preaches it. 

Then with 3:1 he swings into attack against his opponents’ contentions: 

O foolish Galatians, who did bewitch you, before whose eyes Christ was openly 
set forth crucified? This only would I learn from you, Received ye the Spirit 
by the works of the law, or by the hearing of faith? Are ye so foolish? having 
begun in the Spirit, are ye now perfected in the flesh? Did ye suffer so many 
things in vain? if it be indeed in vain. He therefore that supplieth to you the 
Spirit, and worketh miracles among you, doeth he it by the works of the law, or 
by the hearing of faith ?^ 

The period of bondage to the law is over. You are free in Christ. Faith— 
the new freedom in Christ— is absolutely opposed to bondage to the law. 
The just shall live by faith. Men were in subjection to a harsh and cruel 
taskmaster. Christ has come and has set us free. How can you slip back 
into such a bondage? Actually for you gentile Christians such a step means 
reversal to your former pagan idolatry. 

•Gal. 1:6. 

*Gal. 3:1-5. 
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Then for the moment he loses his tone of severity and with moving ten- 
derness appeals to their former love for him® — they were formerly ready to 
give him their own eyes! — to tear themselves away from these false friends: 

My little children, of whom I am again in travail until Christ be formed in 
you— but I could wish to be present with you now, and to change my tone; for 
I am perplcxccf about you.® 

Then with a change of tone he seeks to turn the tables upon his opponents 
by a clumsy allegory about Isaac and Ishmael: The Christian is typified by 
Isaac, the son of the freewoman, the law-keeper by Ishmael, the son of the 
slave, put out of the house when the true son was born. 

Most analyses of the episde consider that with 5:2 a new main section 
begins. It appears to me more probable that 5:1-10 serves as a summary to 
the whole preceding section (3:1-5:10) and that with 5:11 the last (horta- 
tory) division of the letter begins with an indignant and blistering rebuke 
to his accusers. Then follows the impassioned insistence that liberty is not 
licence, but that the strictest purity of moral conduct is requisite. Such con- 
duct is not due to the demands of the Mosaic law, but to the demands of 
the Spirit. It is, in short, the only kind of life open to a man who is in 
the Christ. ‘Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyseh.” This fulfils the whole 
requirement in one word. None the less, in 6:1-10 is given a brief but de- 
tailed application of this demand to daily life. With 6:10 his task is done. 
No personal greetings or requests close this letter. Paul is in no mood for 
such as he dashes off this denunciation. A final sharp warning, a brief ap- 
peal, a benediction— that is all. 

The purpose and occasion of this spirited defence have been considered 
crystal clear. From beginning to end tie letter is devoted to a bitter denial 
of the contention that gentile Christians must be circumcised and must 
keep the Jewish law. The trouble-makers who call forth this attack are 
neither Jews nor local members of the Galatian churches, but rabid juda- 
izers (Jewish Christians) from Jerusalem who insisted in Antioch^ that 
circumcision and keeping of the law were of permanent importance for 
every Christian, be he of Jewish or gentile stock. Not content vwth this 
opposition, they had continued their campaign by following Paul into 
Galatia, where they had made the same demands. In their endeavour they 
had sought to discredit Paul’s authority: He was not an aposde as were 
the Twelve; he had proved false to the gospel he had recived from them, 
even though he sought occasionally to curry favour with (Jewish) men by 
insisting on circumcision when he felt it safe so to do; his vaunted cm- 

“Gal. 4:12-20. 

®Gal. 4:19-20. 

^Acts 15:1 £F. 
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phasis on freedom from the Jewish law could not fail to be fraught with 
the most serious moral consequences; in short, Paul was a dangerous leader 
who was actually preventing his converts from obtaining a complete and 
unemasculated gospel. Against this attempt to discredit him and his gospel, 
Paul directs his broadside. This and this alone was the purpose of the 
letter. 

While there can be no question but that a group of men who may be 
called judaizers is heatedly opposed by Paul, it is not so certain, as has usu- 
ally been assumed, that they are the only ones in Galatia who had given 
Paul concern and that the whole letter is directed against them. The retort, 
‘‘But I, brethren, if I still preach circumcision, why am I still persecuted?”® 
has long been recognized as one of the major difficulties for the interpreter. 
It is only by a distinct tour de force or bold ellipsis of thought that this 
word can be understood as a retort to judaizers. Preaching circumcision was 
precisely their aim. Why should they charge Paul with doing it? But here 
obviously it sounds like a charge which has been brought against him by 
those who regard preaching circumcision as opposed to freedom in Christ. 
If, as Paul elsewhere wrote, “And to the Jews I became as a Jew, that I 
might gain Jews,”® if he had been “all things to all men,” such a charge 
is easily understood from gentile Christians to whom Paul must have seemed 
far more the Jew than he believed himselE to be, but not from judaizers. 

Another difficulty for the view that the whole letter is directed against 
the judaizers is the ethical exhortation with which the letter ends, the sub- 
stance of which is: liberty must not be allowed to degenerate into licence. 
That Paul knew well from his years of experience in gentile lands that 
insistence upon purity of conduct could never be superfluous does not seem 
quite to meet the difficulty. In a letter so completely devoted to one theme, 
such a digression would still remain peculiar. Hence it has been explained 
that he is anticipating the judaizers’ contention: Such an emasculated 
gospel as Paul preaches, with its boast, “free from the law,” must involve 
licence of the worst sort. Paul would then be striving to meet this opposi- 
tion and would be demonstrating that their contention was false. But, as 
Ropes has succinedy remarked: 

But of any such purpose the passage gives no sign. It sounds like a straightfor- 
ward warning against lax tendencies, addressed to persons who really needed it; 
it does not sound like an exhibition, for the purpose of argument, of the way in 
which Paul would be capable of treating the matter if he were actually writing 
to readers who did need the warning.^® 

A third point of difficulty is the exact force of the so-called biographical 

•Gal. 5 :n. 

•l Cor. 9:20. 

“ Op. cit., p. 23. 



220 


CHRISTIAN BEGINNINGS 


section. Here the burden of his argument is: My contacts with Jerusalem 
were of the slightest; I received nothing from the pillars at all. This heated 
denial obviously demands that such charges had been made. But to sup- 
pose the judaizers charging Paul with having been influenced by their 
own group is absurd. Accordingly, the traditional theory is forced to assume 
that the charge depends not upon the source of his gospel, but upon his 
later departure from what he had learned, that is, “You have proved false 
to what you learned.” But it is not against this charge, but against the 
former, that he appears to be defending himself. Thus the only way to 
salvage the current view is to maintain that to undercut the charge that 
he had proved false to what he learned he took the bull by the horns and 
denied the latter by implication through denying the former explicitly: 
“You claim I have proved false to the gospel which I learned. This is absurd. 
I could not have ‘proved false’ to it, for I never learned it from men at all. 
My gospel comes from God.” That this line of argument is impossible is 
not to be maintained. None the less, few will deny that 1:10-2:21 would 
serve as a natural and pointed argument against non-Jewish critics who 
were asserting that Paul’s boasted gospel of freedom was neutralized by 
the distinctly Jewish elements which he insisted upon and which were 
but natural to one who, himself a Jew, had been deeply influenced by the 
glamour of the Jerusalem leaders and was ever ready to try to ingratiate 
himself with men. 

Thus from the argument of the letter there are indications of others 
beside judaizers against whom Paul is writing. But in addition to what are 
plausibly inferences of a double front of opposition to Paul are apparendy 
direct rrfcrences to these two factions. “Tell me, ye that desire to be under 
the law . . and “Ye are severed from Christ, ye who would be justified 
by the law'"^^ arc righdy referred to the judaizing group. But such a verse 
as “Brethren, even if a man be overtaken in any trespass, ye who are 
spiritual, restore such a one in a spirit of gendencss; looking to thyself, lest 
thou also be tempted”^^ evidences the presence of another group, for the 
word “ye who are spiritual” scarcely suggests all the Galatian Christians, 
nor even that portion which had remained faithful to Paul’s teaching. It 
is not a complimentary phrase, but bears an ironic sting. You who arrogate 
to yourselves the tide “spiritual” should realize that you are under distinct 
obligations. That such a group existed in Corinth is today regarded as 
almost certain. Most of the difficulties in Galatians which have tried the 
ingenuity of all the commentators and writers of introductions, hard put 
to explain the curiously round-about way Paul met his opponents* charges, 
would disappear if, as Liitgert and Ropes have argued, we were to rec- 

“ Gal. 4:21. 

“Gal. 5:4. 

“Gal. 6:1. 
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ognize that the hostile personal attacks against which Paul is defending 
himself did not come from the judaizers whose tendencies he was reprov- 
ing, but from a quite distinct “radical” party “which stood in opposition 
both to the judaizers and to Paul ” 

One further weakness of the traditional view may be added. Although 
it is usually stated that the judaizing faction came into Galatia from the 
outside, this is pure assumption. Gal. 2:11 ff. states that in Antioch “certain 
came from James” and caused Paul concern. But that even there they car- 
ried on any organized campaign is certainly not asserted and very probably 
is not implied. This passage has usually been understood in the light of 
Acts 15:1 then by an entirely unwarranted generalization “these men 
from James” were assumed to have dogged Paul’s steps into Galatia. Baur 
and his followers stressed this point. Wherever Paul went he was followed 
by judaizers who hounded his steps relendessly. Not only in Galatia but in 
Thessalonica, Philippi, Corinth, and Rome they were believed to have op- 
posed him. In recent years this view has steadily declined in favour. It has 
been seen that it was an unwarranted surmise which did not square with 
the facts. Galatia alone was left to them, and even here, as has been already 
remarked, there is no definite and positive indication of their activity.^® 

In view of these distinct diiBSculties in the current theory, the distinctly 
different solution first suggested by Liitgert in 1919 and ten years later 
adopted by Ropes appears to me to merit more attention than has been 
hitherto afforded it. Confessedly it is only a hypothesis; no more, however, 
can be said for the interpretation it seeks to replace, although this latter has 
been repeated so often that it has acquired the dignity of an established fact. 

In the Galatian churches some of the converts, although of gentile origin, 
had become enamoured of certain Jewish practices. In this they may well 
have felt that they were proving faithful to Paul, who not improbably ap 
peared to their uncritical eyes far closer to Judaism than he himself would 
have admitted. Their Scripture was now Jewish Scripture; the emphasis 
Paul had laid on moral requirements was essentially that of the synagogue, 
although Paul had striven to make clear that it was not due to the dictates 
of the Mosaic law, but to the constraint which came from being new crea- 
tures in Christ which entailed this kind of life. They were truly “sons of 
Abraham.” It is not inconceivable that some of these new “sons of Abra- 
ham” yielded to the advances of the local Jewish synagogues and made 

^THs is but one more passage which suggests that the author of Acts was familiar with 
Galatians and has based this incident on Gal. 2:11 0 . If this were the case, the tangle in chronol- 
ogy might be understandable. 

“Ropes (op. dUf p. 45, n. 14) remarks: ‘*In the ordinary theory the difficulty is generally 
overlooked that a missionary enterprise at such a distance [that is, from Jerusalem] would in 
itself have been hard to handle, and cspeciaUy hard for Christians $0 poor that Paul had to 
collect money for their relief.” This point appears to me well taken, particularly if by Galatia 
the remote and inaccessible region of the old kingdom of Galatia is to be understood. 
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the attempt to introduce circumcision and other Jewish practices among the 
Christian converts. At the end of the fourth century no less a preacher than 
Chrysostom of Antioch inveighs against this very practice in his own day. 
Thus there is no need to assume that these judaizers were of Jewish birth; 
certainly none to assume they were intruders from without Galatia. 

Their new-born missionary zeal among their fellows provoked a crisis. 
To others in the Galatian churches these proposed innovations were most 
distasteful. They, too, had accepted Paul’s teaching, but far from over- 
emphasizing the Jewish aspect or basis of his gospel had stressed his note of 
freedom. Not only was the proffered salvation open to gentiles without the 
necessity of circumcision, but this mystic experience with Christ had made 
them free from all restraints. They were in Christ, had received the Spirit, 
had become spiritual. To them the demands of their judaizing fellow Chris- 
tians were not only absurd, but a negation of their new confidence. They 
had already gone beyond Paul. Without his heritage in a religion that had 
insisted upon the identity of religion and morals, his insistence that, though 
freed from the requirements of the Mosaic law, they were yet subject 
to the same restraint, although couched in different terms, seemed casuistic 
hair-splitting. Thus with the natural and logical application of this dan- 
gerous doctrine of freedom they reached precisely the position many gen- 
tile Christians in Corinth reached. To use a convenient modern phrase, 
they were “perfectionists,” freed from all restraints, moral as well as cere- 
monial. Any attempt to crib or confine them was a form of hateful bond- 
age, unworthy of one who was free in Christ. 

In this local dispute the absent Paul was involved. The growing dissatis- 
faction of the “spirituals” with Paul’s halfway message may well have been 
increased by the ill-advised and tactless attempts of their opponents to claim 
Paul’s support. Paul was a time-server, a man who was all things to all 
people. What could one expect from a man who not only had been a most 
orthodox Jew until a mature man, but who had toadied to the Jewish leaders 
in Jerusalem many years after his conversion! If, as is certainly possible, 
perhaps probable, Gal, 2:1-5 paeans that Paul had circumcised Titus, al- 
though, as he ingeniously tries to explain, not under compulsion, this 
would be but one more cause for their growing exasperation and hostility. 

Word comes to the absent Paul of the difficulties convulsing his churches. 
Unable to come in person, he does the next best thing, writes a letter. Al- 
though the judaizing element apparently had not attacked him nor denied 
his authority, but had claimed his support for their opinions, he saw in 
their hankering after the new fleshpots of Egypt a most deadly attack on 
the gospel he had for years been preaching. For his own converts to be 
blindly and ignorandy attempting to open holes in the dike he had with 
such difficulty built touched him on a sore spot. And furthermore, they 
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had actually precipitated a crisis, the consequences of which no one could 
foresee. 

On the other hand, the spirituals were charging him with the very quali- 
ties he was convinced were not his. For years he had suffered ostracism 
and hostility from his own race for having disavowed precisely these things 
which these ignorant and immature gentile Christians were blatantly ascrib- 
ing to him. They were denying the validity of the one great joy which 
he had in life, his direct commission from God as an apostle. And yet at 
the same time that they sat in judgment upon him they were so distorting 
the teaching of freedom as to endanger the good name of all Christians 
and to make Christ a reproach. It is small wonder that the angered and 
perplexed apostle^ unable to see at first hand the exact situation, caught 
between these two fires and fearing lest the rest of the Galatians should be 
hopelessly led astray, should have written in this heated and — ^at times — 
unguarded manner, on the one hand, ascribing to those who were looking 
with longing to Jewish practices insincerity and the base desire to enhance 
their own prestige, on the other, indulging in the bitter, almost savage, 
thrust at the spirituals who were endangering the very structure of the 
gospel by their misuse of liberty: “I would that they that unsettle you would 
get themselves castrated!”^® 

Thus the letter would not be the unbroken attack upon one group; rather 
two groups whose mutually antagonistic notions had precipitated the con- 
flict arc attacked. 3:1-5:10 is directed primarily against those who are dally- 
ing with things Jewish; yet even in this section the other group is in his 
mind. His reference to sonship of Abraham is not a concession^ which (as 
Ropes insists) would clog his argument if it is conceived of as solely against 
judaizers, but a positive insistence upon the abiding values of the Hebrew 
tradition, and is directed against the radical group who, like the later 
Marcion, see nothing of value in Christianity’s heritage from Judaism. With 
i:ii he directs himself specifically against these spirituals. The autobiograph- 
ical section i :i3-2:i4 is against their claims of his subordination to Jerusalem 
and his but quasi aposdeship. In 5:11 once more he turns to them, and 
now that he has shown that a proper appreciation of the abiding value 
of the Hebrew tradition does not imply bondage to the Jewish law he can 
insist upon the necessity of purity of life. “I agree with you completely that 
those who are in the Spirit are not under the law; but to disregard these 
fundamental virtues through the notion that it is the Jewish law alone which 
inculcates them is vicious stupidity and will prevent reception into the 

“Gal. 511a. In this wish, which, if the hypothesis outlined above be accepted, is directed 
against dhe spirituals, not the judaizers, Lutgert {op* at*, pp. 31-34) sees a reference to this 
practice in the cult of Cybdci strongly entrenched in Galatia. These radicals have gone so far 
that Paul can wish they would proceed to castration, thus making perfectly clear what they 
really were — followers of a heathen cult 
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kingdom o£ God. ‘I£ we live by the Spirit (as you claim, and as I agree) 
by the Spirit let us also walk.’ ” 

The letter is directed “unto the churches of Galatia.”^*^ Once his readers 
are addressed “O foolish Galatians.”^® Where was Galatia? Who were the 
Galatians ? 

The reason for this traditional problem is easily stated: During the 
fourth and third centuries b.c. Gauls from the west were invading the 
Italian and Grecian peninsulas. About 279 b.c. they made their way into 
the interior of Asia Minor and set up a small kingdom or, better, a robber 
state, where for jSfty years they proved a scourge to the neighbouring tribes 
and controlled the great northern road from Ephesus to the Euphrates, In 
189 B.c. Rome dealt them a severe blow; their independence was over, and 
for nearly seventy years the litdc kingdom was apparently dominated by 
Cappadocia and Pontus. Following the death of Mithradates Pompey com- 
pletely reorganized Asia Minor. Galatia became a little buffer dependent 
kingdom made up of three parts. Deiotarus, the most capable of the three 
rulers, soon got all three parts into his power. His energetic secretary, 
Amyntas, who shortly after Deiotarus* death had been made king of Pisidia 
by Mark Antony (29 b.c.), contrived three years later to gain Galatia as 
well. To connect these two districts a large slice of Lycaonia was given to 
him. Upon his death (25 B.a) his kingdom became the imperial Roman 
province of Galatia. During the years that followed, other districts were 
added to this province, notably Paphlagonia and Pontus Galaticus. Thus 
the Roman province of Galatia in the time of Paul was vastly larger than 
the original kingdom of Galatia; many of the provincials, especially those 
to the south, were not Gauls (Celts) at all, but Phrygians and Lycaonians. 

Had we no information save that in the letter itself, probably no one 
would have doubted but what the old kingdom to the north, centring about 
Ancyra, was indicated. “Churches of Galatia” might conceivably, indeed, 
be the designation of those in any part of the entire Roman province, even 
those in such cities to the south as Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, and 
Derbe, but the appelation “Galatians” would most certainly have suggested 
those who were such by race, not Phrygians or Lycaonians who chanced to 
be included in a purely artificial political unit.^® 

The problem is complicated by the accounts in Acts of Paul’s journeys. 
On the so-called first missionary journey^® he is described as working in 
these southern cities — ^Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, and Derbe — and 
passing through Derbe, Lystra, and Iconium on the second journey strength- 

”Gal. 1 : 2 ; c£. I Cor. i6:i. 

“Gal. 3:1. 

“Tlic Roman province of Judea comprised Judea. Samaria^ Idumea, and after the death of 
Agrippa I Galilee and the Perea. Would a writer to narives of Galilee or Samaria have been 
likely to address them as “O foolish Judeans?” 
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cning the churches in the faith.^^ On the other hand, there is no mention 
that he established any churches in, or, in the judgment of several scholars, 
that he even visited, that portion of the province which constituted the old 
kingdom. Hence these scholars concluded, partially from the silence of 
Acts, partially from the ^ncied improbability that Paul had pushed so far 
into the hinterland, that the churches addressed were those in these four 
cities. This is the South Galatian hypothesis. 

Two passages in Acts bring further difSculties — 16:6 ff. and 18:23. The 
natural interpretation of the former is that after they had been prevented 
from preaching in Asia they went through Phrygia and the Galatian re- 
gion;^ from here they emerged “over against Mysia,” were prevented from 
entering into Bithynia, passed by Mysia, and finally reached Troas. These 
verses have been the object of frequent and heated debate, and are still far 
from dear. It is perhaps slightly more probable that they imply that Derbc, 
Lystra, Iconium, (and by implication Pisidian Antioch) were not in “Ga- 
latia,’^ and that this latter region was not reached until Paul had been turned 
back from entering Asia — ^was it his original intention to go at this time 
to Ephesus and the other large dries of the Asian coast? On the basis of 
this hypothesis, he turned northeast somewhere between Pisidian Antioch 
and the Asian frontier, passed through Asian Phrygia into North Galatia 
(that is, the old kingdom). That Galatia was his objective is by no means 
certain. He may well have intended to push through to East Bithynia. If 
this reconstruction is correct and the churches to which our epistle was 
written were founded at this time and were accordingly not in those cities 
which he had previously visited in the south, his statement in the letter that 
it was due to sickness that he had preached to them first^® may well indi- 
cate that he had intended simply to pass through this district on the way 
to other fields, but having been delayed by illness had utilized his enforced 
halt. 

Acts 18:23 may be interpreted in either of two ways. For those who un- 
derstand the southern part of the province of Galatia to be indicated by 
“the Galaric region,” Paul repeated the course of his second journey and 
pushed on straight to Ephesus. On the other hand, although the order 
Phrygia-Galaria is here inverted and one difficulty removed, it appears 
more probable, since precisely the same odd phrase (in inverted form) “the 
Galaric region and Phrygia” is employed, that the author means that Paul 
traversed precisely the same districts (northern Galatia and Asian Phrygia) 
on this journey, too; that is, that instead of keeping south through Cilicia 
he pushed into Galatia via Cappadocia. On the basis of this interpretation 

“Acts 16:1-5. 

* ^^pOyuof Kod Tcekoenx^ Phrygia (n) and Galatic region.” Unless the 

word translated **Phrygia” be construed as an adjective *Thrygian”.and the whole district be con- 
sidered a single nnit, the order Phrygia-Galatia is fatal to the South Galatian hypodiesis. 

**GaI. ana. 
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the reversal of the order Phrygia-Galatia in Acts i6;6 and 18:23 would 
correspond to the order in which these two districts were traversed on the 
respective journeys. The chief objection to the North Galatian view, which 
is here tentatively advocated, is neither the remoteness of the region, which 
is usually exaggerated — ^there is no need of assuming (with Lightfoot and 
the older scholars) that Paul traversed the whole region, but simply the 
western part of it, and founded a few churches, none of them far apart, 
during his enforced stay — ^nor the cumbersome “Galatic region” for “Ga- 
latia,” which advocates of the South Galatian view loudly insist indicates 
territory added at a later date and thus quite distinct from Galatia proper; 
but the fact that Acts passes by in silence the founding of these churches, 
although stressing the foundation of other churches to the south to which 
we would then have no extant letters. This objection, although perhaps 
serious, is by no means fatal. Few will argue that Acts gives a complete 
account even of that portion of the story oudined. Several incidents, by no 
means unimportant, mentioned or implied in Paul’s letters, are passed by 
in silence in the Acts account. Nor is it more surprising that we have no 
letter from Paul’s pen to these churches in the south of Galatia than that 
we have none to Berma or Laodicea or to churches in the “regions of Syria 
and Cilicia” where he laboured for fourteen years. Yet while none of the 
arguments against the view appears fatal, like its younger rival, it is con- 
fessedly only a hypothesis, but one which frees the interpreter from the 
necessity of performing several feats of linguistic legerdemain.^^ 

There are few more completely baffling problems connected with the New 
Testament than the question of the date and place of composition of Gala- 
tians. The two are parts of but one problem and must be discussed together. 
The most widely divergent answers have been given. It has been considered 
the latest of Paul’s letters, written from Rome;^® in recent times it has been 
considered the earliest of Paul’s letters, written shortly after the first mis- 
sionary journey, either from Antioch or en route to Jerusalem. Others have 
dated it variously between these two extremes. Probably the question is in- 
soluble; none the less, some light is cast on the letter itself and the probable 
chronology of Paul from certain considerations growing from the discussion. 

It has often been maintained that prior to writing this letter Paul had 
once revisited the churches he had founded. This contention, which, while 
possible, is by no means as certain as has been frequently asserted, depends 

“The whole problem may be studied in Schmiedd’s excellent article “Galatia*’ in the Ency- 
clopedia Biblica, cols. 1596-1618; Burton, ICC Galatians, pp. xvii-liii; Jackson and Lake, Be- 
ginnings of Christianity, Vol. V, pp. 2^4-240; and the several books by Ramsay, esp. The Church 
in the Roman Empire, St, Patd the Traveler and the Roman Citizen, A Historical Commentary 
on St. Paul's Epistle to the Galatians. 

“Probably through misunderstanding of the words “I bear branded on my body the marks 
of Jesus” (Gal. 6:17). 
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upon two lines of evidence, (i) “But ye know that because of an infirmity 
of the flesh I preached the gospel unto you the first time?^ It has been 
argued that the italicized words must be so rendered or by their equivalent, 
“the former time,” and thus refer to the former of two visits. This is by 
no means certain. The exact phrase occurs in three other passages in the 
New Testament, in each of which it certainly means simply “formerly,” 
that is, at a time previous to that suggested by the context. If Paul had paid 
them two visits, his readers would have understood the allusion to be to 
the former of the two; on the other hand, if he had been there but once, 
the phrase would have been equally correct. His readers knew what he 
meant; we can only surmise. (2) There are several statements in the course 
of the letter which may be understood of a second visit^® in the course of 
which Paul discovered traces of the difiiculty which later took so alarming 
a turn as to necessitate the present letter. The most important of these pas- 
sages are 1:9; 4:16,20; 5:3. They admit the possibility, perhaps even the 
probability, of a second visit, although they do not constitute absolute 
proof.^® 

Thus the possibilities for dating the letter are seen to be many. For those 
who hold the North Galatian view it must be subsequent to Acts 16 :6, and 
accordingly hardly before the stay in Corinth, for some time must be 
allowed for the rise of the schism and for Paul to have received word of 
it. If two visits are required — ^and most advocates of the North Galatian 
view so argue — the earliest date would be during the stay in Ephesus on 
the third journey.®^ For those who consider the churches of Galatia to have 
been the cities of Southern Galatia, a still wider latitude is possible, — ^if 
but one visit, any time after regaining Antioch at the end of the first jour- 
ney; if two, then during the stay in Corinth on the second journey or at 
some subsequent time. But before considering these various possibilities in 
greater detail another point must be considered. 

Acts mentions three visits of Paul to Jerusalem prior to the final tragic 
one that ended in his arrest and imprisonment;®^ Galatians but two.®® Does 
the second visit mentioned in Galatians correspond to the one described 
in Acts as intended to relieve the famine in Jerusalem (/.<?., Acts 11:27-30 
and 12:25) or to the one to attend the council Acts 15) ? It has usually 
been identified with the latter. This makes Paul’s silence regarding the 
“Gal. 4:13. 

“John 6:62; 9:8; I Tim. 1:13. Here the phrase ri xp^repov is not to be distingxiished from 
the anarthrous a-pdr^pop (John 7:50; 11 Cor. 1:15; Hebr. 4:6; 7:27)« 

“ Burton (op. ctt.) suggests the possibility of an earlier letter no longer in existence. 

“ A convenient di^ssion of their bearing on this point will be found in Burton’s Commentary, 
in loc, cit, 

“Acts 18:1-17. 

“Acts 19:1-20:1. 

“Acts 9:26-30; 11:27-30 (ct 12:25); 15:1-35* 

“Gal. 1:18 f.; 2:1-10. 
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Apostolic decree^^ surprising, since it would have been a most effective 
answer to those who considered circumcision essential. For those who under- 
stand judaizers from Jerusalem as the source of Paul’s difficulty in Galatia, 
this silence is entirely incomprehensible. Again, the two accounts differ in 
almost every detail. Peter’s conduct in Antioch is at least surprising if such 
a decree had been already passed; the silence of Paul even more so. Finally, 
Paul would thus entirely neglect his second visit to Jerusalem, and would 
lay himself open to the charge of having suppressed evidence regarding 
his contact with the Jerusalem leaders. This is particularly surprising in 
view of his heated statement (Gal. 1:20). 

Accordingly, some have sought to escape these difficulties by identifying 
the second visit mentioned in Galatians with the second in Acts. Thus, they 
maintain, the letter was written before the visit described in Acts 15 took 
place. The arguments adduced are by no means convincing in the face of 
the fact that the one element in this visit which Acts mentions, namely, 
the famine relief, is unnoticed by Paul, while, on the other hand, the dis- 
cussion with the leaders which Paul makes central is reserved in Acts for the 
later visit. 

A third possibility is worthy of consideration. Between Jerusalem and 
Antioch there was a distinct rivalry still to be seen in Acts, however much 
the author has attempted to soften it down. In the traditions of each centre 
was the story of a visit of Paul from Antioch to Jerusalem. In its Jerusalem 
form it recorded the desire of the Antiochians to receive the approval of 
the one group, Jerusalem, which could setde points of practice. Paul had 
come from Antioch; the leaders from Jerusalem had listened to his state- 
ment and had given their verdict. In the Antiochian version the emphasis 
was quite different. Jerusalem was in financial distress because of an im- 
pending famine. The Antiochian Christians had graciously relieved their 
brethren to the south. Paul had gone not for advice but to bring relief. 
Confronted with these two distinctly different accounts, the author of Acts 
failed to recognize them as two accounts of the same story, but preserved 
them both, making of them different visits. To some this will appear a 
radical solution. That it relieves a distinct impasse is obvious. Nor would 
it be a unique assumption. Few will deny that similar situations are to be 
found not alone in the Old Testament, but in the New. That the stories of 
the Feeding of the Four Thousand and of the Five Thousand are doublets, 
and that accordingly such a passage as Mark 8:14-21 is piimarily editorial, 
in order to articulate these two (to Mark) separate incidents, is scarcely 
open to question. Comparison of Acts 2:1-13 with 4:31, of 2:14-36 with 
3:12-26, of 2:37-41 with 4:4, and of 2:42-47 with 4:34-37 will probably con- 
vince many that in the early chapters of Acts is evidence that the author 

•*Acts x5-.28'29. 



THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS 229 

had at least two sources which duplicated one another, and that he employed 
both. 

But this cutting of the Gordian knot which has commended itself to 
such scholars as Weizsacker, McGiffert, Schwartz, and Lake entails certain 
consequences, as Schwartz pointed out.^® Each of these visits of Paul to 
Jerusalem is followed by a missionary journey to which is prefixed a state- 
ment of the preaching of Paul and Barnabas.®® In both journeys Paul 
and Barnabas start (or plan to start) together.®^ In both John Mark 
plays a role, and goes to Cyprus (once with Paul and Barnabas, once 
with Barnabas alone).®® According to Acts 15:36 the second journey is 
to be a repetition of the first, and to a measure is until 16:6. Further- 
more, no careful reader of Acts can fail to note the condensed ending 
of the first journey and the equally condensed beginning of the second. 
The narrative had been full and specific until the travellers reached Lystra 
and Derbe.®^ Then follows the bare mention of the return to Antioch. The 
statement, “And he went through Syria and Cilicia, confirming the churches. 
And he came also to Derbe and to Lystra, is equally abbreviated. Thus 
these would appear ground for the assumption that the first and second 
missionary journeys are in reality but one, and that they have been divided 
by the author of Acts into two with a return to Antioch intervening, be- 
cause of his incorrect notion that Paul had twice visited Jerusalem. But 
that the actual history is to be recovered by simply removing these two 
editorial patches (Acts 14:21-28 and 15:36-16:1) and by assuming that 
while Barnabas returned after the quarrel to Antioch Paul continued on to 
Troas appears to me doubtful. That Luke rewrote his sources is certain, 
as is abundandy proved by his use of Mark. Had we not Mark, it is im- 
probable that we would ever have realized it and certain that we would 
not have been able to have recovered the various sources, for Luke’s method 
of composition was distinctly not restricted to the use of scissors and paste- 
pot. But there are three points in the narrative that appear to be of prime 
importance: the quarrel with Barnabas, the selection of Silas as a travelling 
companion, the fact that upon their arrival at Troas the narrative becomes 
fuller and more convincing. That Paul quarrelled with Barnabas in Antioch 
is attested by Galatians.^^ It is far from impossible that this quarrel was the 
real source for the Acts story, and that on the basis of this incident and of 
his knowledge (or conjecture) that Barnabas and Mark had travelled to 

^Nachrichten von der \ontgL Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen (PhiUhistorische 
Klasse) 1907, ** 2 ur Chronologic des Paulus/* especially pp. 269-287. The whole brilliant essay 
is worthy of the most careful study. 

“Acts 11:25,26 (cf. 13:1 f.) and I 5 : 35 - 

*^Acts 13:2 ff.; 15:36. 

“Acts 13:5,13 i5**37-39« 

“Acts 14:21 S. 

"Acts 15:41-16:12. 

"Gal. 2:13. 
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Cyprus^^ while Paul and Silas had travelled through Asia Minor into Eu- 
rope he revamped the story into two journeys, on the first of which Paul 
and Barnabas journey together in Cyprus and later in Asia Minor, at the 
outset of the second, quarrel over John Mark^^ and part. That Silas was 
with Paul in Europe is attested by allusions in Paul’s letters.^^ Upon Paul’s 
arrival at Troas the Acts account becomes dependent upon a source— the 
famous “We source”^® — ^the primitive nature of which most critics have 
rated high. On the basis of these three points may it not be conjectured that 
from an earlier account of the parted ways of Paul and Barnabas, following 
their quarrel in Antioch — the former going with Silas into Asia Minor, the 
latter going with John Mark into Cyprus— the author has made a single 
journey of the two leaders to both places? Then because he mistakenly 
believed that Paul had again visited Jerusalem he follows the return to 
Antioch with a colorless epitome of the previous journeys of Barnabas and 
Paul, sending Barnabas with Mark back to Cyprus and Paul with Silas 
through the district he had already traversed. Paul must be brought to 
Troas where the “We source” starts. Luke has no especial incidents to 
recount about this journey of Paul and Silas through Asia Minor, for he 
has already described it, mistakenly substituting Barnabas for Silas. 

That this is a radical reconstruction of the Acts narrative and by its nature 
can never be proved correct is obvious. That it will be regarded with favour 
by those critics who consider Acts in its present form the work of a com- 
panion of Paul and hence an essentially accurate account is improbable. To 
others, convinced by Luke’s use of Mark in his gospel — the Gospel of Luke 
and Acts, it is to be repeated, are but parts of one narrative — that he exer- 
cised freedom in editing, revamping, and often rewriting his sources, this 
reconstruction may appear less arbitrary and to indicate in a general man- 
ner the source of the very obvious clash between the statement of Paul 
himself of his contact with Jerusalem and the stories of the visits which Acts 
was convinced Paul must have made. 

Turning back to the question of the date of Galatians, it becomes evident 
that if this reconstruction be valid any date before the arrival in Corinth 
even for advocates of the South Galatian hypothesis is most improbable. 
Attempts to date the letter between the so-called first journey and the second 
are excluded, since there was no interval; the two journeys are built from 
elements of but one journey. That Paul reached Corinth in the spring of 
50 AJ). and left in the fall of the following year appears highly probable.^® 
For those who see the letter written to North Galatia after but one visit 

"Cf. Acts 4:36. 

“It is certainly interesting that Mark’s defection which was the later cause of the quarrel 
took place hard by Pisidian Antioch. Is this due to confusion? 

“Cf. I Thes. 1:1; II Cor. 1:19. 

“See below, pp. 416 f. 

“ See below, pp. 246 f. 
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to the field this eighteen-month stay in Corinth is a not impossible time of 
composition. 

On the other hand, the lengthy stay in Ephesus during the traditional 
“third’* journey has seemed to most critics the most probable time of com- 
position, and has much to commend it aside from the fact — ^in itself per- 
haps of doubtful value— that two visits to North Galatia are thus rendered 
possible. Evidence that Paul passed through trying days in Ephesus is not 
restricted to the cryptic word, “I fought with beasts at Ephesus.”^'^ It was 
while in Ephesus that he learned of the difficulties in Corinth, and from 
Ephesus that he wrote that severe letter “out of much anguish and affliction 
of heart.”^® He left Ephesus for Corinth with the deepest forebodings, for 
the issue was still undecided. Every critic has commented on the similari- 
ties between II Corinthians and Galatians. If one is inclined to conjecture 
an appropriate time for the composition, these months of anxiety just before 
leaving Ephesus could scarcely be improved upon. With Corinth ablaze 
with insurrection, word reaches him^^ that Galatia too is embroiled. Under 
such circumstances the tone of severity and anger is not surprising from 
the harassed and despondent man. 

Again, there is a marked similarity between Galatians and Romans — 
not in temper, but in subjects treated. It would almost seem as if Romans 
were a cooler and more dispassionate restatement of many of the matters 
in Galatians. Especially is this true regarding the sections on the value of 
the Jewish Law. As will be shown in a later section, it is beyond dispute that 
Romans circulated at least in the second century in a different form from 
that of the present letter — without chapters 15 and 16 and without the spe- 
cific allusion to Rome. That Romans as we have it was written from Cor- 
inth during Paul’s final visit to that city in 55 a.d. is certain. It is tempting 
to conjecture if the first draft of that epistle — the shorter form without spe- 
cific allusion to Rome — ^was not written shortly after Galatians, as a cor- 
rective to this passionate letter, in the course of which he had gone further 
than he normally would have done and had laid himself open to legitimate 
criticism. In the interim he had cooled down; word from Corinth had 
brought relief from his dread; perhaps a similar word had come from Ga- 
latia. This led him to a cooler, more dispassionate statement of his views — 
it is really his confessio intended to be sent throughout his churches, 
but especially to those in Galatia. At the same time, or perhaps a little 
later, he uses this as the nucleus for his episde to Rome to prepare for his 
reception in a church for which he felt no personal responsibility— he had 
not founded it — ^but which he wished to visit on his trip to the west. That 
some such relation as this between Romans and Galatians is possible even 

"I Cor. 15:32. 

"II Cor. 2:4. 

" Tliat the distance wa« not too great to make communication easy is not to be disregarded. 
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if Galatians were written not from Ephesus, but from Corinth three years 
before, is not to be denied; yet the longer the interval between Galatians 
(and its subsequent cooler “second edition”) and the Romans which we 
know, the longer Paul must be assumed to have carried this confessio fidei 
about with him. 

Nor is there anything in Galatians itself which appears to indicate an 
earlier date.®® All attempts to arrange the undisputed Pauline letters chron- 
ologically on the internal evidence of developing thought appear to me 
arbitrary and fruidess. For every such indication of either “early” or ‘late” 
date that one critic has discovered in Galatians, another investigator has 
found the reverse. Accordingly, perhaps as probable a date as any for 
Galatians is the summer of 54 aj)., just before his departure from Ephesus 
for Macedonia and Corinth.®^ 

“That the words, “I marvel that you are so quickly removing from him that called you” 
(Gal. 1:6), imply that there was no great interval between the founding of the churches and 
the letter is far from certain. Tlic words in question may be equally plausibly translated *‘so 
suddenly.” 

^ It is not utterly impossible that there is confirmation of this date in the letter itself. Several 
scholars, notably Barton (Journal of Biblical Literature, 1914, pp. 118-126), understand the 
words “Ye observe days, and months, and seasons, and years" (Gal. 4:10) to refer to the sab- 
batical year. If 164 and 38 b-c. were both such years of rcst^ then 54 aj>. would apparently have 
been such also. (Barton reaches 53 aj>. through failure to observe that from 3 b,c. to 4 aj>. is not 
seven but six years.) 



Chapter XVII 

THE FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS 


The circumstances under which this letter was written may be reconstructed 
with little difficulty. On the so-called second missionary journey Paul had 
arrived in Thessalonica from Philippi, where, as he wrote his Thessalonian 
converts, he had been “shamefully treated.*’^ How long he remained in Thes- 
salonica is perhaps not entirely clear. “For three Sabbaths” he is said to have 
argued with the Jews in their synagogue; then an uproar resulted and Paul 
and his companions were sent by night to Bercea.^ That his stay in Thessa- 
lonica was limited to three weeks or even less as the Acts account suggests 
is most unlikely. Not only do the reference to having worked in the city — 
presumably at his trade — ^“that we might not burden any of you”^ and the 
mention of his conduct while there^ suggest a considerably longer period of 
residence, but the fact that during his stay in Thessalonica his friends in 
Philippi had at least twice sent him help^ would seem unquestionably to de- 
mand a longer stay. That during his stay he had been successful in gaining 
converts is evidenced by his enthusiastic mention of their growing reputation 
“not only in Macedonia and Achaia, but in every place.”® That these con- 
verts, as in Galatia, were largely, if not entirely, gentiles is clear from the 
word: 

For they themselves report concerning us what manner of entering in we had 
unto you; and how ye turned unto God from idols, to serve a living and true 
God, and to wait for his Son from heaven, whom he raised from the dead, eved 
Jesus, who dclivereth us from the wrath to come.^ 

Leaving Silas and Timothy in Berma, Paul soon went south to Athens. Here 
he was rejoined by Silas and Timothy. From Athens he sent Timothy back 
to Thessalonica, having learned either from his companions or from some 
other source that difficulties had arisen for his new converts. After a short 
stay in Athens he proceeded — apparently with Silas — to Corinth, where he 
was later joined by Timothy. Our knowledge of this trip made by Timothy 

Thes. i:2; cf. Arts 16:12-40. 

*Arts 17:1-10. 

*I Thcs. 2:7 ff. 

Thes. 2:10 n. 

'Phil. 4:16. 

•I Thes. 1:8. 

TTics. 1:9-10. 
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back from Athens to Thessalonica comes from I Thessalonians. The Acts 
account entirely omits it. According to Acts, from Athens Paul sends word 
to his companions in Beroea to come “with all speed”;® this they do, and meet 
him in Corinth.® I Thessalonians, however, enables us to correct the Acts 
account. Here we have the explicit statement that Timothy was sent from 
Athens.^® Timothy has now returned to Paul;^^ his report leads Paul to write 
the letter. That Paul is writing from Corinth (not Athens) is made probable 
by his reference to “all that believe ... in Achaia.”^® Not only has he made 
converts here, but has information about them. This would appear to ex- 
clude Athens.^® Apparently Paul reached Corinth in the spring of 50 a.d.^^ 
Three months would appear ample time for Timothy’s trip from Athens to 
Thessalonica, a brief stay in the latter city, and a return to Corinth. Our let- 
ter was written immediately upon his arrival in Corinth — “but when Timothy 
came even now unto us from you”^® — Whence most probably in the summer of 
the same year (50 a.d.). 

Thus the occasion of our letter is the return of Timothy with his report. 
Perhaps Timothy brought a letter from the Thessalonian church. At least 
Paul’s word that they had no need of being written to^® suggests that they 
have written for information; while the word, “we also thank God without 
ceasing,”^'^ implies that they have expressed thanks even as he is doing now. 
The nature of Timothy’s report is clear from Paul’s letter. The defence which 
Paul makes evidences the charges he has incurred. When he writes “For our 
exhortation is not of error, nor of uncleanness, nor in guile, it is not to 
anticipate the possibility of such charges, but to refute these actual calumnies. 
His enemies have made use of his months of absence to try to undermine his 
influence. His failure to return, they were saying, revealed that his pretended 
interest in his new gentile converts was simple guile. This he refutes by 

®Acts 17:15. 

®Acts 18:5. 

“I Thes. 3:1-5. 

Thes. 3:6. 

“ I Thes. I :y. 

“It would appear unwise to try to explain the divergence between the accounts in Acts and 
I Thes. by assuming that the author of Acts intentionally omits the arrival of Timothy and 
Silas in Athens, the expedition of the former to Thessalonica, and of the latter to some other 
place in Macedonia. Rather the author thought that Silas and Timothy did not rejoin Paul until 
in Corinth. I Thes. reveals that in this he was in error. The point should not be overlooked 
when considering the relationship of the author of Acts to Paul. Furthermore, if it be admitted 
that Acts has not simply dropped out one (to him unimportant) incident here, it does not appear 
necessary to assume that Silas was sent along vrith Timothy (but not to Thessalonica), simply 
because in Acts 18:5 Silas and Timothy are represented as coming to Corinth from Macedonia. 
Mention of Silas is due to the author’s error on this point. Timothy was sent from Athens to 
Thessalonica; Silas presumably travelled vrith Paul to Corinth. 

“ See below, pp. 246 f . 

"I Thes. 3:6. 

“I Thes. 4:9; 5:1. 

“I Thes. 2:13. 

“I Thes. 2:3. 
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explaining that his absence had pained him as much as it had disappointed 
them. When he found he could not return as he had at first hoped, he had 
done the next best thing, had sent Timothy to them. The kind of life he had 
lived in Thessalonica was enough to enable them to distinguish between him 
and the occasional religious impostors who for impure purposes sought to 
make converts to this group or that. The actual results of his work were 
sufficient to prove absurd the contention that the gospel was a vain delusion. 
His gospel, on the contrary, had come unto them, as they very well knew, not 
in word only, but also in power. 

The nature of these charges and the sharp outbreak in 2:15,16 suggest that 
while the actual opposition was from their fellow gentiles^^ the instigators of 
the charges were Jews. Not only were these opponents trying to undermine 
Paul’s influence; they were indulging in active persecution of the little group 
of Christians. The enthusiastic tone in these first three chapters suggests that 
they had had no great success as yet; none the less, the fact that rather more 
than half the letter is devoted to refuting these charges indicates that Paul 
felt the danger acute. 

The remainder of the letter — a. recmphasis of his instruction while with 
them — ^is directed to the rebuke of those tendencies which indicated the im- 
maturity of their faith. The word, “And we exhort you, brethren, admonish 
the disorderly, encourage the faint-hearted, support the weak, be long- 
suffering toward all,”^® suggests that there were three groups of Christians 
in the little community causing trouble: the disorderly, the faint-hearted, and 
the weak. The nature of each of these three is indicated in 4:11-12; 4:13-5:11; 
and 4:3-8, respectively. 

The disorderly or idlers (afera/crot), perhaps more adequately translated 
“loafers,” would appear to be those who accepted Paul’s word that the end 
was near and, accordingly, had lost what little inclination to work they had 
formerly had. They were to stop demanding that they be supported in 
idleness by the rest of the church and were to get to work. Their idleness laid 
an unnecessary burden on their brethren and furthermore exposed the group 
to reproach from non-Christians. To them Paul’s word was curt and to the 
point. They were to calm down, that is, rid themselves of their feverish and 
unwholesome excitement about the speedy end of the age; were to mind their 
own business; and were to earn their own bread, and thus prove an example 
of what Christians should bc.^^ 

The faint-hearted (bXiyinl/vxoi.) were disturbed about their friends who had 
died since Paul had left Thessalonica. Would they not be deprived of their 
part in the coming glory when the Lord returned? Paul seeks to relieve this 

Thes, 2:14. The mention o£ “Jews” makes this certain, 

Thes. 5:14. 

Thes. 4:11,12. 
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concern,^^ and at the same time strengthens their own confidence and uses 
this occasion to sound again the note which gentile Christians so sorely 
needed : the necessity of scrupulous purity of life.^^ 

A problem peculiarly trying to a man like Paul with his Jewish heritage of 
horror at sexual impurity was the bland indifference with which many of his 
gentile converts regarded this matter. It is no coincidence that his strictures 
on faulty conduct regularly begin with a stinging attack on this point. It is 
accordingly highly probable that the weak (SLcrOe ^eTs) are to be regarded not 
as those weak in faith, but those of vicious life.^^ They are to realize that their 
consecration to Christ entails scrupulous purity of life, “for God called us 
not for uncleanness, but in sanctification.”^® 

Thus I Thessalonians is a typical letter. It is not intended for all Christians 
everywhere nor even for all of Paul’s converts. It is directed solely to the 
Christians in the important capital city of Macedonia, and its contents are 
limited to those matters which will tend to make perfect what is still lacking 
in their faith. After the simple and unostentatious salutation^® comes the cus- 
tomary complimentary paragraph of thanksgiving, omitted in the heat of 
Galatians. Then he meets the charges which his enemies, who are not them- 
selves in the church, have circulated, and shows how unfounded they were. 
Then, turning to the weakness of some of the Thessalonian Christians, he 
urges purity of life, a quiet and helpful spirit of love, and an understanding 
faith in God’s blessing soon to be revealed, which will relieve the apprehen- 
sion of the folk for whom the death of their friends had raised theological 
doubts. With a few general admonitions to harmony and good order and a 
brief benediction the letter closes. 

No serious challenge to the authenticity of the letter has ever been raised 
save by Baur and his followers, who reached their conclusion not so much 
from the nature of the letter as from their own a priori views of the kind of 
letter Paul must have written. No letter could be Pauline which did not 
represent him fighting tooth and nail against his judaizing opponents. 
There is no trace of this in the present letter, no impassioned defence of 
justification by faith, no marshalling of biblical quotations against the claims 
of his opponents. But the argument that the letter is insignificant and without 
aim rentes itself. The very feet that it has no ax to grind is the strongest 
proof of its genuineness, that it was not produced by one masquerading under 
the name of Paul and striving to gain the prestige of his name for views 
which he thus hoped to establish. The absence of argument in the letter is 

“I Thes. 4:13-18. 

*I Thes. 5:1-11. 

**So Frame (ICC I Thes, 5:14), who quotes Theodore o£ Mopsucstia’s apt comment: de Ulis 
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due simply to the fact that Paul is not here assailing a false gospel, as, for 
example, in Galatians, but a rabid hatred of any gospel at all. A stronger 
argument might seem at first to lie in the surprising progress the gospel had 
achieved in Thessalonica during the comparatively brief interval between 
Paul’s arrival in the city and the composition of the letter. But, as Frame 
rightly remarks. 

The fact that the fame of the little group has spread far and wide, that they 
have been hospitable to their fellow Macedonians, or that Paul has repeatedly 
desired to see them is proof not of the long existence of the community, but of the 
intensity and enthusiasm of their faith.^"^ 

To these words it might be added that in these complimentary references 
Paul may be very well applying the literary device advocated by members of 
the Roman bar of the previous century: Make your introduction of such a 
character that it will render your hearer favourably disposed to you, willing 
to be informed, and attentive.^® Nor is the objection, occasionally advanced, 
valid that the juxtaposition of faith, love, and hope in the opening paragraph^^ 
evidences dependence upon the famous lyric I Corinthians 13. Similar oc- 
currences of these three qualities in other letters^® simply reveal his esteem for 
these virtues which constituted his nearest approach to a Christian register 
of virtues akin to the Platonic and Stoic tetrad, temperance, bravery, justice, 
and wisdom. 

Nor is there legitimate ground to question the integrity of the letter. The 
view has occasionally been expressed that the denunciation of the Jews in 
2:14-16 must be regarded in whole or in part a later interpolation; that its 
unqualified tone is in too great contrast to such a passage as Romans 9-1 1; 
and that the concluding words, “but the wrath is come upon them at last” 
[or, “to the uttermost”], imply the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 a.d. Such a 
conclusion is quite unwarranted. If every word in the Pauline letters which 
exhibited a different attitude of mind from every other word on the same 
general subject were to be considered suspect, we would have a distinctly 
shorter Corpus PauUnarum ! Consistency may be a bright gem, but it is not 
to be found in the Pauline crown. Furthermore, the reference to the wrath 
by no means implies the destruction of Jerusalem. Rather, during his fifteen 
years or more of ministry he had experienced so often the opposition and 
hatred of his fellow countrymen that he had come to see them hastening on 
their way to certain destruction. It was their own rabid hatred of Christ and 
his gospel — God’s plan for salvation— not Rome’s battering-rams or legions, 

” Op, cii,, p. 38. The student will find this balanced and judicious commentary of the greatest 
value. It is one of the truly excellent volumes in the ICC, 
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that spelled their doom. Nor is the other asterisked verse, “I adjure you by 
the Lord that this epistle be read to all the brethren, open to legitimate 
doubt. No more natural concluding word could be imagined. The loafers 
have intimated to the church that they will not hearken? Let them have this 
read to them! 

Thes. 5:27. 



Chapter XVlll 

THE SECOND EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS 


In contrast to such letters as Galatians and I Thessalonians, which must be 
regarded as genuine if any letters at all are from the pen of Paul, for 11 Thes- 
salonians the situation is distinctly different. Substantial grounds for consider- 
ing it the production of a later Christian, writing in the name of Paul, exist 
and must be considered in some detail. Since, however, many competent 
critics still incline to regard it as Pauline, although they arc aware of the dilSi- 
culties, it is wise to sketch briefly the circumstances under which it must be 
assumed to have been written, if genuine, before considering the validity 
of the objections to the traditional view. 

The occasion for the letter would be a second report from Thessalonica, 
shordy after the receipt of the former letter. This letter (I Thessalonians) had 
not accomplished precisely what Paul had intended. True, the charges against 
him of lack of interest had been refuted since no further word on that point 
is given. No mention of the morally "weak” would imply that Paul’s word to 
them had been effective. On the other hand, the rebuke of "those that walk 
among you disorderly” would imply that the “loafers” had not heeded the 
former letter, perhaps had seen in Paul’s reference to the nearness of the 
Parousia further justification for their own view of the folly of work in the 
interim. At any rate, the rebuke is very sharp: 

Now we command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye 
withdraw yourselves from every brother that walketh disorderly, and not after the 
tradition which you [or, perhaps they'\ received of us. For yourselves know how 
ye ought to imitate us: for we behaved not ourselves disorderly among you; 
neither did we eat bread for nought at any man’s hand, but in labor and travail, 
working night and day, that we might not burden any of you: not because we 
have not the right, but to make ourselves an ensample unto you, that ye should 
imitate us. For even when we were vtith you, this we commanded you. If any will 
not work, neither let him eat. For we hear of some that walk among you disor- 
derly, that work not at all, but are husyhodies. Now them that are such we com- 
mand and exhort in the Lord Jesus Christ, that with quietness they work, and 
eat their own bread. But ye, brethren, be not weary in well-doing. And if any 
man obeyeth not our word by this epistle, note that man, that ye have no company 
with him, to the end that he may be ashamed. And yet count him not as an 
enemy, but admonish him as a brother.^ 


n Thes. 3:6-15. 
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Thus the occasion for the letter would be the report from Thessalonica and 
the purpose of it the rebuke of these trouble makers who had not only not 
been chastened by their earlier reproof but had apparently distorted the letter 
to such a degree that others in Thessalonica— perhaps the faint-hearted — now 
had an additional worry: Had not Paul written them that the day had already 
dawned and they were thus unprepared for it!^ This led him to write the 
central section of the letter (2:1-12) in which he sought to make clear that his 
earlier statement had been entirely distorted and caricatured. Thus he would 
be saying in substance: Calm yourselves. The end is not here. You totally 
misunderstood me if that is what you think I meant. Before it comes several 
things must transpire. None of them has as yet taken place. 

A brief description of the content of the letter will suffice. Following the 
salutation and greeting comes a paragraph of thanksgiving and prayer for the 
faithfulness of the community in their affliction, which affliction is to be 
regarded not as a sign of God’s displeasure, but as a proof of God’s acceptance 
of them as worthy of his kingdom. Not only is the tone cooler and less 
affectionate, but in the concluding words regarding the certainty of God’s 
vengeance upon their enemies® is an intensity and vividness very near to 
gloating. Then follows, as the kernel of the letter, the section dealing with 
the Parousia.^ It cannot have come already as some of you believe, for the 
man of sin Antichrist, who must first be revealed in opposition to “all 
that is called God”) has as yet not been revealed. He is still being “restrained” 
by some one or something with which the Thessalonians are acquainted. 
Unfortunately, however, we do not share their knowledge; much has been 
written about this restraining agency — ^in the same breath Paul refers to it as 
both neuter and masculine® — ^but little known. Then after a repeated prayer 
for the steadfasmess of his converts and the personal longing to be delivered 
from “unreasonable and evil men” he turns to the severe criticism of the 
loafers quoted in a preceding page. The letter closes with a twofold benedic- 
tion, between which stands the final greeting, obviously intended as a ratifica- 
tion or seal of genuineness — ^“The salutation of me Paid with mine own hand, 
which is the token in every epistle: so I write.” 

If genuine, the date and place of composition would be the same as for 
I Thessalonians. He is still in Corinth; Silas and Timothy are still with him. 
In Thessalonica conditions are essentially unchanged. Persecution is still 
going on; the Jews are still the instigators of it. Yet it can scarcely be assumed 
that the second letter is written before he hears of the lack of success of the 
first. The section II 2:1-12 can scarcely be other than an explanation of the 
misunderstanding caused by the earlier letter, which latter would appear 
definitely referred to by the admonition that they “be not quickly shaken by 

*11 Thes. 2:1 &. For the exact meaning o£ vene 2 sec below. 
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[an] cpisde as from us.’* On the other hand, as will appear presently, the 
identity of structure and phraseology of the two letters would appear to pre- 
clude an interval of more than two months. After even so short an interval 
it is amazing how Paul could have so nearly paraphrased the earlier letter 
or why he should have desired to have done so had he possessed the ability. 
If I Thcssalonians is to be dated from Corinth in the early summer of 50 a j>., 
II Thessalonians, if genuine, would appear most plausibly to have been 
written in the late summer or early autumn of the same year. 

As was remarked at the beginning of this chapter, many competent critics 
have found themselves unable to consider the letter Pauline. The question 
turns on two points: (i) the nature of 2:1-12, and (2) the amazing similarity 
of this letter to I Thessalonians, of which it is at times scarcely more than a 
paraphrase. In 2:1-12 is found a view not only not otherwise found in Paul’s 
letters, but in distinct clash with what he frequently implied and at least 
once explicitly stated: the near approach of the Parousia. About one point 
there can be no doubt: this section is not only an integral part of the letter — 
to remove it as an interpolation is to leave the rest of the letter purposeless — 
but the real reason for writing at all. If Pauline, it was to correct the mis- 
understanding engendered by the other letter; if by a later hand, to gain the 
support of Paul’s authority for the view expressed. 

There arc obvious differences between I Thes. 4:13-5:11 and II Thes. 2:1-12, 
but the real difficulty is sometimes obscured. Some of the differences are 
patent: according to I Thes. 5:1-11 the day of the Lord will come unex- 
pectedly as a thief in the night; according to II Thes. 2:3 ff. certain signs will 
precede the coming. This mention of these warning signs gives to the section 
the appearance of a regulation apocalypse. But this must not be unduly 
exaggerated. After all, there is no explicit statement that the interval before 
these signs appear will be a lengthy one, and in the realm of the apocalyptic 
the suddenness of the end and the appearance of portents and signs often go 
side by side. Thus the rendering in the American Revised Version, “Now 
we beseech you . . . that ye be not quickly shaken from your mind as 
that the day of the Lord is just at hand^ is quite misleading. The words thus 
rendered in italics should read "/o wit, that the day of the Lord is (now) 
present, or has edready set in*’^ Thus, although it might be argued that 
II Thessalonians does not emphasize the long delay, as has sometimes been 
suggested, an even greater difficulty is introduced. Certainly there is no indica- 
tion in any of Paul’s writings that he had ever spoken in such a way as to 
suggest to his hearers that he thought that the day had already set in. How 
the passage in I Thessalonians which this section is apparendy intended to 
correct could have given rise to such a misconception is by no means dear. 

•n Thes. 2:1 f. 
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There is but one solution o£ this puzzle which appears to me at all probable. 
As will be argued in a later chapter, the necessity o£ shoving the expected 
return of the Lord further and further into the future might well have proved 
disastrous to Christian faith. Assuredly it did cause many a heartburn. What 
could be the reason for the tarrying of the bridegroom.'^ It appears to me 
highly probable that one of the objects of the author of the Fourth Gospel 
was to provide a satisfactory answer to this question. And his solution was 
by no means an orthodox one. It was simply: You have been in error in your 
expectation that the Lord would return, or rather that he has not yet re- 
turned. The coming of the Comforter was the fulfilment of his promise. 
The Lord is here, has been here for nearly three-quarters of a century. 
Against this backgroxmd the otherwise baffling II Thes. 2:1-12 is intelligible. 
The novel solution proposed by John did not win any general favour. The 
author of II Thessalonians, like many of his fellow Christians, has come to 
see that the end was not as close as had at first been expected, and in the 
mouth of Paul seeks to quiet perplexing doubt. You were wrong in expect- 
ing it to come too soon. On the other hand, he by no means agrees with the 
solution suggested by the Fourth Gospel. No, indeed, the day has not yet 
dawned. God still has it in store. This explanation is by no means free from 
difficulties, and perhaps will appear to some as fanciful in the extreme. It has 
at least the merit of recognizing the meaning of the words of the passage and 
of suggesting an explanation that really explains. 

The point stressed by earlier scholars that the passage contains the so-called 
Nero Saga and is thus to be seen as later than Paul, coming from a time 
when it was believed that the then dead Nero would in the future appear 
in another man of fearful 'wickedness, has been shown to be without weight. 
The “man of sin” is not Nero redivivus^ but the Antichrist. And it has been 
shown conclusively that the Antichrist legend was not only completely dis- 
tinct from the Nero Saga, but actually antedated the Christian era. 

In conclusion, probably few critics today would be inclined to challenge the 
authenticity of the letter solely on the basis of the views seemingly expressed 
in this puzzling section, although some might well feel that in this passage 
Paul has incorporated a pre-Christian apocalypse essentially as he found it. 
On the other hand, this section is not to be considered a zero factor. It does 
arouse suspicions, although alone it is not sufficient to raise the suspicions 
to reasonable certainty. 

A far stronger argument is foimd in the matter of style and language. At 
first blush it might appear that the evidence favoured authenticity, for, save 
for the central passage 2:1-12, the vocabulary and phraseology are thoroughly 
Pauline. But this is vitiated by the obvious fact, admitted by all critics, that 
II Thessalonians, save for this one passage, is largely — slavishly is perhaps not 
too strong a word— a reproduction of I Thessalonians. Frequently the de- 
pendence is verbal. Yet though the phraseology is so similar, there is one 
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remarkable change. The warmth and affection are absent; a far cooler tone 
and lack of feeling is felt. The impression is given that some other writer 
is striving so hard to imitate I Thessalonians that in the desire to reproduce 
the letter he has lost the spirit. To meet this situation it has been occasionally 
assumed by some critics that Paul had directed one of his companions, per- 
haps Timothy, to write the letter and had himself dictated the central por- 
tion. This view is superficially attractive. It is conceivable that Timothy 
might well have sought to make his composition sound Pauline by the use of 
earlier phrases, which he as a zealous follower remembered perhaps better 
than did the master himself. But the theory collapses from its own weight, 
for not only would Paul have then dictated the one passage that sounds so 
distinctly un-Pauline, but it is scarcely likely that he would have entrusted 
the composition of a letter intended to stay a threatened rebellion to any one 
else. Hence the obvious similarity in style and language is a very strong 
objection to the traditional view. As has already been remarked, it is amazing 
how Paul could have so nearly paraphrased the earlier letter or why he should 
have done so had he possessed the ability, since the earlier letter had mani- 
fesdy failed in its purpose. 

To Harnack these arguments have appeared compelling, but, convinced as 
he was that the letter was genuinely Pauline, he ofEered a different solution. 
The two letters were written at the same time to two different churches in 
Thessalonica, one gentile, the other Jewish. This, he argued, would account 
for the difference in tone and in content The morally weak were among the 
gentile Christians; hence no such warning is given in II Thessalonians, which 
was intended for the smaller Jewish group. I Thes. 5:27 — ^'*1 adjure you by the 
Lord that this epistle be read unto all the brethren”-^:© him demanded two 
groups which did not regularly meet together. Similarly in II Thes. 2:13 
he discovered a reference to this Jewish group in the variant reading “as 
first-fruits” (dirapx^J') which he preferred to “from the beginning” (dir* 
&px?s). To the objection that the salutations are identical he countered that 
they had become stereotyped and that originally the latter had read “to the 
church of the Thessalonians of the circumcision,” the last four words of 
which® had dropped out of the text early in the tradition of the episde. 

The suggestion is superficially attractive, but open to weighty objections. 
Perhaps the most serious of these is that there is absolutely no evidence for 
these two churches which he is thus forced to assume. Nor in the face of such 
a passage as Gal. 2:11-21 is it easy to conceive Paul’s quiet and unprotesting 
acceptance of these two groups which daily set at naught his fundamental 
notion that in Christ there was neither circumcision nor uncircumcision. 
Furthermore, I find it very diflScult to understand II Thes. 2:1-12 save as an 
answer and correction of the corresponding section in I Thessalonians. And 
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again, why the formal authentication of the one letter® but not of the other? 
Thus instead of solving the riddle Harnack’s solution has, in Jiilicher’s happy 
phrase, simply introduced new riddles in place of the old ones. 

Thus an impartial examination of the evidence would appear to me to 
weigh heavily against the tradition of Pauline authorship. The later views of 
the Parousia are given Pauline support through a letter purporting to come 
from him. It can hardly be considered a coincidence that the letter which the 
later writer chose as his model was the one in which Paul treated the subject 
in a way which to the later writer might well appear to set the apostle forth 
in a wrong light. Certainly the references in II Thes. 2:2 and 15 to epistles of 
Paul, in the former of which a warning is given against being deluded by 
such, are not unnatural in the mouth of a later Paulinist. And finally, the 
verse already referred to, “The salutation of me Paul with mine own hand, 
which is the token in every epistle: so I write,”^® appears to be a conscious 
attempt at authentication, in which the later writer, although influenced by 
Paul’s occasional autograph greetings at the end of his dictated letters, failed 
to realize that for Paul these appended words were regularly the expression 
of his cordial relationship and due to his wish to give a final direct word with 
his own hand, but instead made of it a transparent effort to gain for his 
letter the authority of the dead master. Thus the letter would appear to be 
intended not for Thessalonians alone but for all Christians into whose hands 
it should fall. Who the author was and from where he wrote we shall prob- 
ably never know. That it was written after Paul’s death, perhaps in the 
early years of the second century, appears to me very probable. 

•n Thes. 3:17. 
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Chapter XIX 

THE FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS 


Of all the letters of Paul which have come down through the centuries the 
one we know as I Corinthians stands first as revealing not only the problems 
which confronted the first gentile Christians but the way in which the great 
apostle met them. Perhaps Romans yields a more orderly and detailed picture 
of his views — ^it is his confessio fidei—hnt it is I Corinthians which reveals 
him in the midst of what modern psychologists with their love for hyphenated 
words and notions delight to call “life-situations.” Unlike Galatians, for 
which such questions as when, where, to whom are baffling, I Corinthians 
yields a ready answer to these queries. Furthermore the argument of the 
writer is reasonably clear as he seeks to bring the recalcitrant and rebellious 
church back into line. Nevertheless, when we seek to go below the surface 
and to discover the nature of the controversy which was fast alienating the 
church from the one who “had begotten them through the gospel,” the matter 
proves amazingly obscure. 

The city of Corinth was a rich and important seaport. The old city had 
been destroyed by Mummius in 146 b.c. A century later, Julius Caesar brought 
out of its ruins the new Laus lulia Corinthus, In 27 aj>., a quarter of a century 
before Paul arrived from Athens, it had become the capital of the province 
of Achaia. Its situation — ^it lay on the narrow isthmus between Greece proper 
and the Peloponnesus— brought much trade and shipping to its doors. By 
crossing the isthmus and reembarking on the other side the hazardous cir- 
cumnavigation of the southern peninsula was avoided, no mean advantage 
in the days of sail. Thus it was the natural stopping-place for vessels from 
Asia Minor with cargoes for Italy and the west. As a result sailors from all 
lands were to be found in its streets. Its population was largely immigrant, 
and its name had become synonymous with luxury and vice. Alciphron re- 
marked in his memoirs; “Never yet have I been to Corinth, for I know pretty 
well the beastly kind of Hfe the rich enjoy there and the wretchedness of the 
poor.” Temples to Magna Mater, Melkart, Serapis, Isis, and Aphrodite — this 
last is said to have housed a thousand sacred prostitutes— both attest the 
cosmopolitan nature of the city and suggest the reasonableness of the byword, 
“Not every man should go to Corinth.” 

From Athens, where, if the account in Acts can be trusted, he had not 
had any real success, Paul reached Corinth apparendy in the spring of 50 a j>. 
That he had intended to make a lengthy stay in this city is by no means cer- 
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tain. I Thes. 3:11 would seem to indicate he had at first hoped to teturn 
soon to Thessalonica. Soon, however, he decided to remain in this strategic 
centre, and it was not until more than eighteen months after his arrival from 
the north that he left for Caesarea via Ephesus. That all this time was spent 
in the city proper is improbable. The reference to “all that call upon the name 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, in every place”^ and the more explicit “with all the 
saints that are in the whole of Achaia”^ suggest that part of the time was 
spent in some of the other near-by communities. The brief account of his 
work in Corinth which is given in Acts states that he became friendly with 
Aquila and Priscilla, who had recently arrived in Corinth from Rome, but 
whether they owed their conversion to Paul is not indicated. Opposition on 
the part of the Jews broke out against Paul; eventually he was haled by 
them before the Roman proconsul, Gallio, brother of the famous Seneca, 
This move, however, according to Acts brought upon them only ridicule, 
for Gallio refused to interfere in what appeared to him a religious squabble 
between Jews. Not only is the Acts account very brief, but there are several 
puzzling obscurities. Following the statement that Gallio “drove them from 
the judgment-seat”^ is the cryptic remark, “And they all laid hold on Sos- 
thenes, the ruler of the synagogue, and beat him before the judgment-seat. 
And Gallio cared for none of these things.” Who are indicated by “they all”.? 
If, as appears probable, they were the disgusted Jews, what was the cause of 
their act toward the ruler of the synagogue.? Did they think he had been a 
poor prosecutor.? Had he become a Christian.? What was his relationship 
with Crispus who was also “the [not a\ ruler of the synagogue”?^ Is he to be 
identified with “Sosthenes our brother” who joins Paul in saluting the 
Corinthians?® 

This reference to Gallio is highly important as giving one reasonably sure 
fixed point for the Pauline chronology. An inscription at Delphi, in four frag- 
ments to be sure, but in the judgment of experts tolerably certain as to 
meaning, refers to Gallio as proconsul of Achaia and bears reference to the 
twenty-sixth acclamation of the emperor Claudius. An acclamatio was a com- 
plimentary decree passed at irregular intervals by the Senate in honour of the 
emperor. There might be several such in a single year. Since the twenty- 
second, twenty-third, and twenty-fourth acclamations all fell in the eleventh 
year of Claudius’ reign—/.^., between Jan. 25, 51 and Jan. 24, 52— most 
archaeologists are inclined to reconstruct this Delphic inscription to read “in 
the twelfth year of his tribunican power” — unfortunately these particular 
words are not preserved— for we know that his twenty-seventh aedamation 

'I Cor. 1:2. 

*II Cor. 1:1. 

■Acts 18:16. 

*Act$ 18:8. 

■l Cor. i:i. U this another case where the assumption that the author of Acts knew the 
Pauline letters would tend to explain a puzzle? 
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was in the twelfth year and before Aug. i, 52. The governors (proconsuls) of 
senatorial provinces regularly assumed office in the summer and were ap- 
pointed for but a single year. Hence it would appear highly probable that it 
was in the July of 51 that Gallio appeared in Corinth. Although the Acts 
account does not explicitly state that Paul’s trial was coincident with the 
arrival of Gallio — ^the Greek is colourless, “Gallio being proconsul” — nor at 
what part of the eighteen months it occurred, yet the natural run of the 
narrative is that it was toward the end of his stay in Corinth that Paul was 
haled before the newly arrived governor. If this is the case, his (Paul’s) 
arrival in Corinth is to be dated in the spring of 50 aj>. He left Corinth 
some time after the trial (fall of 51) and returned to Antioch via Ephesus and 
Caesarea. Aquila and Priscilla accompanied him as far as Ephesus. From 
Antioch he returned via Galatia to Ephesus and remained there three years,® 
ije., from the summer of 52 to the autumn of 54. During this stay he wrote 
the letter we know as I Corinthians a few months before he left Ephesus to 
revisit his churches in Macedonia and Corinth.'^ 

That the letter was written from Ephesus is virtually certain, although it, 
like every other conclusion of New Testament scholarship, has been denied 
by some. Several allusions in the letter itself would seem to establish the 
matter. The words, “the churches of Asia salute you,”® imply that he was 
in Asia. Ephesus was apparently his Asian headquarters. The rest of the 
verse with its allusion to Aquila and Priscilla and “the church that is in 
their house” not only makes clear that he is in a place where Christians were 
to be found, but definitely implies Ephesus.® Again, the nature of the letter, 
as well as these definite references, would seem to require a certain amount 
of leisure; that is, it is hardly to be seen as produced en route. Thus the 
debated verse 16:5 is surely to be understood, “But I will come unto you 
when I shall have passed through Macedonia, for my journey must lead me 
overland by that route. Hence I will not arrive as soon as if I were to come 
direct to Corinth by sea.” To understand the words to mean “I am nou/ pass- 
ing through Macedonia” appears pedantic and quite unnecessary. Surely 
the words, “But I will tarry at Ephesus until Pentecost,”^® leave no room for 
doubt. Accordingly, the other word, “If after the manner of men I fought 
with beasts at Ephesus, what did it profit me.?”^^ is not to be forced to mean 
that Paul has left Ephesus at the time of writing. Even the most accurate 
vnriters occasionally omit a “here” in such a statement. At any rate, the other 

®Thc term “three years” (Acts 20:31) is not to be understood literally three full years. Actu- 
ally Acts 19:8-10 suggests that it was two years and three months. 

The exact point in his Ephesian stay at which he wrote this letter is disputed. I am indined 
to the latter part of the three years. I see no reason for assuming a long interval between 1 Cor. 
and n Cor. See further on this point pp. 258-260. 

*I Cor. 16:19. 

•Acts 18:18,19,26. 

“I Cor. 16:8. 

“■I Cor. 15:3a. 
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allusions are so clear that unless we resort to the hypothesis that the letter is 
not a unit but a combination of at least two letters written at different times— 
which hypothesis, though occasionally championed, appears to me quite un- 
necessary^^ — ^it would appear highly probable that the letter is to be seen as 
written from Ephesus during the last spring — ^before Pentecost^^ — ^which he 
Spends in that city, that is, 54 a.d. 

While much underlying our letter is obscure and debatable, one point 
stands out crystal-clear: it is but one of a series of letters between Paul and 
the Corinthian church which letters give in brief, to use Lake’s phrase, “the 
history of a quarreL”^^ Furthermore, although tradition calls it First Corin- 
thians, it is perfecdy clear that it was not the first letter Paul wrote to the 
Corinthians, for he refers to this “previous letter” explicidy and intimates its 
contents— “I wrote unto you in my epistle to have no company with forni- 
cators; not at all meaning with the fornicators of this world . , . but not to 
keep company, if any man that is named a brother be a fornicator, etc.”^® 
Unfortunately this letter is no longer extant, but there is considerable plausi- 
bility to the contention that a page of it is to be found in the midst of II 
Corinthians. The suspea verses — ^II Cor. 6:14-7:1 — ^not only contain precisely 
this warning but seem completely out of place in their present location. One 
need but read II Cor. 6:11-13 + 72^-4 to see how the intervening passage dis- 
rupts the thought. 

Some time after he had sent this letter from Ephesus to Corinth he obtains 
further information about the church which seriously disturbs him. This in- 
formation comes through persons referred to as “they that are of the house- 
hold of Chloc.”^® That Chloe was a Christian matron of substance who re- 
sided in Corinth and who had sent word to Paul of the diflSculty is usually 
assumed, but, while probable, is by no means certain. Her servants may of 
course have been in Corinth on business and have brought back home (that 
is, to Ephesus) word of the difficulty across the iEgean. Just what their report 
was constitutes the main problem of the letter. At all events, it indicated that 
the harmony of the Corinthian Christians was imperilled. Perhaps about the 
same time that “those of Chloe” brought their disquieting news three 
Corinthians — ^they are mentioned later in the epistle by name: Stephanas, 
Fortunatus, and Achaicus^^— arrive with a letter in which Paul’s advice on 
various matters is asked. The letter we know as I Corinthians is the result. 
The first part deals with the information received from “those of Chloe” 

“ See below, pp. 252 f . 

“I Cor. 16:8. That is, he expected to get away shortly after Pentecost. Actually, he later 
found himself obliged to remsdn several months longer. 

“ The Earlier Epistles of St. Patd, p. 117. The whole chapter (pp. 102-252) should be read. 

“I Cor. 5:9-13. 

“I Cor. i:ii. 

”I Cor. 16:17. 
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and rebukes the rebellious trouble-makers; the second part answers in order 
the questions raised by the Corinthians in their letter, but in such a manner 
as to continue the rebuke o£ the trouble-makers. Just before writing the let- 
ter, although he himself hoped soon to return to Corinth after his long 
absence,^® he had sent Timothy overland, perhaps to the churches of Mace- 
donia, and expected that he would eventually arrive at Corinth.^® 

As has been said, the nature of the trouble, that is, the identity of the 
trouble-makers, in Corinth is obscure. From I Cor. i iio-iy it has often been 
argued that there were at least three, perhaps four, separate cliques or parties 
in Corinth, and that it is against them and the wrangling thus engendered 
that Paul is writing. Much has been written about the nature of the “party of 
Paul,” “of Apollos,” “of Cephas,” and “of Christ.” Since there is no scintilla 
of evidence, one’s imagination could and did run riot. Since Apollos hailed 
from Alexandria, his “party” was comprised of the intelligentsia and those 
addicted to the vain “wisdom of the world.” Those of Cephas were obviously 
the judaizers, and the changes were rung that it was by the name of Cephas, 
not Peter, that the leader was referred to. My own impression is that not 
only is this type of reconstruction sheer nonsense, but that these parties are 
far less important than has often been assumed. Rather, Paul is purposely 
exaggerating their importance in order not to attack too direcdy and ex- 
plicidy the real cause of the trouble, viz., the pneumati\oi or “spirituals.” 
Only so can the nature of the questions discussed in chapters i-4---diapter 2 
i$ particularly to be studied — be accounted for. Does not 4:6 bear this out.? 

Now these things, brethren, I have in a figure transferred to myself and Apollos 
for your sakes; that in us ye might learn not to go beyond the things whidi are 
written; that no one of you be puffed up for the one against the other. 

Furthermore, the fact that in the later letters which we now call II Corin- 
thians there is no mention of these parties by name would seem to substan- 
tiate this hypothesis. The difficulty long brewing has become so serious a 
menace that Paul quite forgets his earlier innocent subterfuge. 

Thus the real trouble-mdkers were these Christians who had arrogated to 
themselves the tide “spiritual” because of the superior spiritual gifts which 
they claimed. They could speak with tongues. They were free from the law, 
aU law; and this vaunted freedom, precisely as we saw was the case with 
their brethren in Galatia, meant the right to do as they pleased. Thus with 
no regard — simply a feeling of contempt— for their weaker brethren or for 
what was in Paul’s eyes fitting for one in Christ to do, they were doing as 
they pleased. Some were even leading flagrandy immoral lives. They had the 
Spirit. Paul was preaching foolishness. ‘*Yes,” retorted Paul in substance, “it 
is foolishness to immature babes, but it is wisdom to mature men who have 

“I Cor. 4:18-21. 

"1 Cor. 4:17; 16:10. Is this trip the one referred to in Acts 1902? 
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gained the true insight into the Christian mystery. You boast that you are 
spiritual! Actually you are nothing but men of flesh!” Then he continues in 
his attack upon their unfounded and absurd claims: 

Let no man deceive himself. If any man thinketh that he is wise among you in 
this world, let him become a fool, that he may become wise. For the wisdom of 
this world is foolishness with God. For it is written, “He that taketh the wise in 
their craftiness:” and again, “The Lord knoweth the reasonings of the wise, that 
they are vain.” Wherefore let not one glory in men. For all things are yours; 
whether Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas, or the world, or life, or death, or things 
present, or things to come; all are yours; and ye are Christ’s; and Christ is God’s.^® 

This fancied superiority to all less gifted Christians and the resultant con- 
tempt for all restraints, in consequence of which Paul’s preaching had seemed 
to them “in weakness, and in fear, and in much trembling,” had shown itself 
in a sorry collapse in morals. In no uncertain tone Paul utters his rebuke. 
Actually a man — sl Christian — ^is living in incest with his stepmother, a thing 
which even the heathen loathe, and you deluded folk actually glory in it, 
feeling yourselves superior to custom and decency, with your silly prating, 
“Free from the law.” As I wrote you in my previous letter which you mis- 
understood, purge yourselves from evil and dissolute Christians. You cannot 
expect to have no contact with vicious folk in the outside world, but you 
can and must keep your own group clean. Put away the wicked man from 
among yourselves. 

So dreadful in Paul’s eyes is this type of conduct that after deprecating 
their lawsuits with one another — what a picture you are giving to the out- 
side world! — ^he reverts to it again. Liberty does not mean licence. Fornica- 
tion and its other beasdy practices defile the body of Christ. When you are 
joined to a harlot, Christ is thus brought into this unspeakable infamy. Flee 
fornication; glorify God in your body. 

Then in chapter 7 he turns to the questions which the Corinthians have 
propounded in their letter — ^“Now concerning the things whereof you 
wrote”^^ — ^but as he answers them he uses his answers to illustrate the lesson 
he is trying to drive home to his arrogant and blinded opponents. His in- 
sistence upon separateness and scrupulous purity of life had raised doubts 
in the minds of some of his converts about marriage, celibacy, and divorce. 
Might it not be better to have nothing to do with so dangerous a thing as 
marriage.? At least, would it not be wise to dissolve such unions when a 
Christian found himself linked to an unbeliever.? How about “virgins,” that 
is, those men and women who had apparently taken certain vows of chastity 
and yet, while really “virgins,” lived together in a sort of spiritual marriage.? 
How about the remarriage of widows? To these queries his answer is clear. 

**I Cor. 3:18-23. 

Cor. 7:1*, cf. the recurrent phrase in 7:25; 8:1; 12:1; 16:1,12. These would seem to indi* 
cate the scope ot the questions propounded. 
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The end of the age is near. Stay as you are, if possible. But if unmarried and 
you find yourselves unable to control your passions, marry rather than lead 
lives of dissoluteness. 

Another perplexing problem to the Corinthians, as it might well have been 
to all Paul’s gentile converts, was involved in the matter of the “things sacri- 
ficed to idols,” which meant, in a word, the use of any meat on a Christian 
table. As has already been remarked, practically all meat to be found in the 
butcher shops of a gentile city had been “consecrated” to some divinity or 
other. This might involve simply the burning of a few hairs from the ani- 
mal’s tail. But the question was no less acute. Many of the Corinthians, 
probably the large majority, were gentiles and had been heathen. Paul, like 
any other Jew, had insisted upon a complete break with heathendom. How 
could this be done if meat were still to be eaten.? Naturally this was no prob- 
lem for the spirituals. They were eating it with gusto, not only because it 
tasted good, but because it shocked the “weak.” In his answer Paul develops 
his cardinal principle of forbearance. Though a thing in itself is innocent — 
as eating meat, save in the house of an idol, a heathen temple, which, of 
course, might never be done — ^it may cause a weak brother to stumble. Con- 
duct, however innocent in itself it might be, which would encourage a fellow 
Christian to go against the dictates of his conscience was scrupulously to be 
avoided. Thus the arrogant cry of the spirituals, “All things are lawful,” is 
only half the truth. Paul retorts, “All things are lawful for mcy but not all 
things are expedient.” To illustrate what he means, he calls attention to his 
own refusal to take advantage of his apostolic prerogatives.^^ Thus in the 
chapters that follow, where he is at pains to deal with questions incident to 
conduct in public meetings, this cardinal principle is the basis of the argu- 
ment. “Knowledge puffeth up, but love edifieth”^® is the key to the whole 
epistle. These innovations with regard to the conduct of women and the 
abuses in connexion with the Lord’s supper are to be corrected. In all situa- 
tions propriety is to be guarded. Thus spiritual gifts are to be judged solely 
on the basis of whether or not they edify other Christians. Wild speaking 
with tongues may be good for the man himself — ^and Paul bluntly tells his 
opponents who were priding themselves on their ability in this respect that 
in this he can far outdistance them^^ — but no one else gains value from it, 
and it may well bring the group into disrepute. Accordingly, the famed 
chapter in praise of love is not to be considered as an interpolation by a 
later writer, nor as a bit of poetry flung in here by Paul because of its 
beauty. Rather it forms an integral part of his argument. Precisely these 
“gifts of the spirit” which Paul is here subordinating, although they are 
good in themsdves, as, for example, the ability to “speak with the tongues 

“C£. I Cor. 9:1-27. 

“I Cor. 8:1. 

**I Cor. 14:18. 
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of men and of angels,” are those which the fneumati\oi are claiming ar- 
rogantly as their unique possession, while the qualities which make for love 
or evidence its presence, that is, the “fruits of the spirit,” are precisely those 
qualities which his opponents lack so conspicuously. 

Probably chapter 15 is to be understood as an answer to some query about 
the resurrection of the bodies of the individual Christians, although the 
customary formula, “Now concerning . . is absent. The doubt on this 
point expressed or implied by his gentile converts leads him to an elaboration 
of his view on this, to him, essential part of Christian faith. In the final 
chapter he gives directions— in answer to their query — ^for the making of the 
collection for the relief of the poor in Jerusalem, and then, after a few re- 
marks regarding his plans, the mention of the hoped-for arrival of Timothy, 
and an answer to their question as to whether Apollos was coming from 
Ephesus or not, he concludes with brief greetings from his fellow Christians 
and a word of benediction. 

Any detailed discussion of the authenticity of I Corinthians is here un- 
necessary. Its attestation is early and strong. Its use by Clement of Rome, 
Ignatius, and Polycarp is not open to question. Among other second century 
writers who quote and refer to it arc Justin Martyr and irenaeus. TertuUian 
refers to it as written one hundred and sixty years ago.^® To be sure, there is 
not any other Pauline writing by which we may test it, for there is no other 
letter which has a better claim to genuineness. Those who would deny 
Pauline authorship for this letter would be forced to deny that any authentic 
writing of Paul has been preserved. Yet the criteria for judgment are not 
simply negative. It is what it appears, a genuine and spontaneous attempt 
on the part of the absent apostle to deal with questions convulsing his church. 
Thus to see it as a mere collection of disjointed utterances or to deny its 
authenticity because it is not a systematic exposition of Pauline theology 
would be absurd. All scholars, regardless of their particular slants, save a few 
who deny that any of the New Testament writings antedate the second 
century, agree with the Tubingen scholars’ axiom that I Corinthians is a 
genuine letter of the apostle Paul. And it may be remarked that this is one 
of the very few axioms about the New Testament which can be safely 
accepted. 

With regard to the integrity of the letter the verdict of scholarship is much 
the same. Occasional fantastic analyses have been made in the effort to prove 
that it is a compound of various letters or that it has been violendy re- 
arranged. None of these efEorts have shown even plausible reasons why such 
dislocations occurred. J. Weiss’ attempt in his immensely valuable com- 
mentary, while not so wildly improbable as those of Hagge and Volter, has 

* The full evidence is conveniently assembled by Moffatt, Introduction to the Literature of the 
New Testament, pp. 114-116. 
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failed to find much support from other scholars. It is not impossible that 
occasional passages from the “previous letter” have been included, but at- 
tempts to exhibit them have conspicuously failed. It has also been suggested 
that the letter, as we have it, may be a sort of second edition of Paul’s corre- 
spondence, edited by himself; that is, that he has assembled it from earlier 
letters. But this, too, appears to me destitute of proof. It would be well nigh 
a miracle if the letter were entirely free from later scribal glosses, and reason- 
able grounds for doubt of an occasional verse or fraction of a verse have 
been shown, but they are by no means calculated to shake one’s confidence 
in the state of preservation of the text as a whole. That when the various 
letters were later assembled for more general use some modifications were 
made is of course possible; that any considerable evidence, however, of such 
alterations occurs I have not been able to discover. 



Chapter XX 

THE SECOND EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS 


As HAS already been pointed out, I Corinthians was but one letter in a 
somewhat extended correspondence between Paul and the isthmus city. 
Between the sending of that letter and the composition of the one tradi- 
tionally known as II Corinthians a great deal had taken place. Although 
these events are entirely ignored in the Acts account — this is but another 
indication of how fragmentary that narrative is, even during the period 
it essays to chronicle — ^there are clues in the correspondence itself which 
would seem to allow a reasonably sure reconstruction. It is necessary to 
indicate briefly the main points in these later developments, for without 
this setting the letter, at once the most personal and perplexing of all the 
Pauline episdes, would be quite baffling. 

Already two letters have been sent to Corinth by Paul from Ephesus: 
the so-called “previous letter,” referred to in I Cor. 5:9 and of which a 
page is probably preserved in II Cor. 6:14-7:1; and our I Corinthians. 
Paul himself had been the recipient of at least one letter from the Corinthian 
Church. Some time before sending off I Corinthians he had sent Timothy 
on a mission, and expected him to reach Corinth eventually, but not before 
the letter, which would be sent direct.^ The curious fact is that there is 
no reference whatever in the later letters to Corinth of this visit; yet 
Timothy has returned in the interim, for he is joined with Paul in the 
salutation of II Corinthians.^ The explanation, that this silence suggests that 
Timothy was prevented from reaching Corinth, is scarcely probable. Some 
word of apology or regret would have been expected in that case. Rather 
the silence seems studied and intentional. The natural explanation is that 
Timothy’s visit had been unsuccessful, and that those who had been “puffed 
up as though [Paul] were not coming”® had not been overawed by even his 
“beloved and faithful child in the Lord.” At any rate, when Paul next sent 
a messenger to them it was not Timothy, but Titus.^ It is of interest to 
observe that Titus and “the brother” who accompanied him are highly 
and tactfully recommended. 

Another of these interim details is important. At least two passages in 
the last chapters of II Corinthians apparently indicate that Paul had visited 

Cor. 4:17; i6iio. 

»II Cor. 1:1. 

•I Cor, 4:18. 

* n Cor. 8:16 £f.; 12:17 



THE SECOND EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS 255 

Corinth between his first arrival in that city from Athens and his final 
visit after having left Ephesus. The two passages read: 

Behold, this is the third time I am ready to come to you.® 

This is the third time I am coming to you.® 

The meaning is clear; Paul has already visited Corinth twice. The only 
problem is the date of this otherwise unrecorded visit. Was it before I 
Corinthians or after it? Most interpreters incline to the latter hypothesis. 
Two passages in I Corinthians apparendy look forward to a visit which he 
anticipates will be painful for him and them: 

Now some of you are puffed up, as though I were not coming to you. But I 
will come to you shortly, if the Lord will; and I will know, not the word of them 
that are puffed up, but the power. . . . What will ye? shall I come unto you 
with a rod, or in love and a spirit of gendeness?^ 

And the rest will I set in order whensoever I come.® 

Furthermore, II Cor. 2:1 implies that this visit has taken place and that, as 
expected, it had been a stormy one: 

But I determined this for myself, that I would not come again to you unth 
sorrow? 

A final detail of this reconstructed interim history is even more signifi- 
cant. II Corinthians mentions a very severe letter which Paul had written 
“out of much affliction and anguish of heart . . . with many tears; not 
that ye should be made sorry, but that ye might know the love which I have 
more abundantly unto you.”^® After he had written this letter, obviously 
in a temper — whether godly or otherwise— he had feared he had been too 
severe and had destroyed the possibility of reconciling his church. He had 
left Ephesus in anxiety: “I had no relief for my spirit, because I found not 
Titus my brother.”^^ Surely this description excludes both our I Corin- 
thians and the “previous letter.” Furthermore, II Cor. 2:5 ff. indicates that 
in this letter he had levelled his attacks at one of the Corinthians, apparently 
the ringleader of the opposition. This too excludes I Corinthians, for there 
is no such individual held up to attack. As will be indicated in a later 
page, he cannot be identified with the man guilty of incest. Accordingly, 
it is usually felt that another letter, usually dubbed the “severe letter,” was 

"n Cor. 12:14. 

®II Cor. 13:1; cf. also 13:2. 

■'I Cor. 4:18-21. 

®I Cor. 11:34. 

• n Cor. 2:1. The order of the Greek makes dear that he had come once '‘with sorrow.*' 

“n Cor. 2:4; cf. 7:8 flF. 

“n Cor. 2:13. 
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written from Ephesus between I and II Corinthians, and was sent by Titus.^^ 
The real question is not whether there was such a letter — ^it is obvious that 
there was — ^but whether it has been preserved. 

There are several weighty reasons for feeling that the last four chapters 
of II Corinthians chaps 10-13) are a part of this intermediate “severe 
letter.” The identification rests on two lines of argument. 

First, there is a complete change of tone between chapters 1-9 and 10-13. 
Each section is a coherent and orderly unit. There is an absolute hiatus, how- 
ever, between them. This fact is universally admitted, although the ex- 
planations of the phenomenon differ. From the opening words to the end 
of chapter 7 no reader can fail to feel the tone of joyful relief. The dreaded 
catastrophe had been averted. 

Great is my boldness of speech toward you, great is my glorying on your behalf: 
I am filled with comfort, I overflow with joy in all our affliction.^® 

Therefore we have been comforted: and in our comfort we joyed the more 
exceedingly for the joy of Titus, because his spirit hath been refreshed by you all.^^ 

In this relief now that the crisis is past he is like a father talking to his 
child who has been required to take extremely unpleasant medicine. The 
pain is gone; therefore the father can reemphasize that he had “done it for 
their good,” that it “hurt him more than it did them”: 

For though I made you sorry with my epistle, I do not regret it: though I did 
regret it (for I see that the epistle made you sorry, though but for a season), I 
now rejoice, not that ye were made sorry, but that ye were made sorry unto 
repentance; for ye were made sorry after a godly sort, that ye might sufEer loss 
by us in nothing. For godly sorrow worketh repentance unto salvation, a re- 
pentance which bringeth no regret. . . 

The air is now clear; the storm is passed. In his relief at Titus’ favourable 
news he forgets the difficulties he has passed through — anxiety for his church 
in Corinth and perhaps in Galatia;^® actual physical violence, at least dan- 
ger in Ephesus,^^ — and reaches almost lyric heights in 4:7-18. Now he can 

^That Ixtus was tiie bearer seems evident £rom a comparison o£ II Cor. 2:13 with 7:6 
Cbr. 7:4. 

“n Cor. 7:13. 

Cor. 7:8 

**Scc below, p. 259. 

n Cor. 1:8 £F. Wiat was this “sentence of death”? Is it to be idendfled with the ex- 
perience underlying the cryptic word, “If after the manner of men I fought with beasts at 
Ephesus, what doth it proflt me?” This can hardly refer to an actual fight in the arena, for 
even doughty Paul could scarcely have escaped. Could a Roman dtizen have received that 
sentence? Certainly not without subsequent loss of citizenship. If he had escaped, would it not 
have been a natural item to have been included in the i^mous catalogue of sufferings (11 Cor. 
11:23-29)? Is it to be understood (as the Greek allows) as a condition contrary to fact? Is it 
(like n Cor, 4*-7-i8j Rom. 7; Gal. 3 to be understood of the condition a Christian must expect 
to encounter in his glorious but desperatdy hard strug^e in this world, a world which lies 
under the overlordshxp o£. Satan; that is, as a sort of paradigm of life? It is easier to ask the 
questions than to answer them. 
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see behind the present difficulties and perplexities of life the glorious evi- 
dence of God’s plans and purposes. The Corinthians, at least a majority of 
them, have sv^ung to his side and have become eager to champion him 
against his opponent. In this state Paul can afford to be magnanimous to 
his discomfited rival, and at the same time strengthen his own position 
with the others by implying that the man’s action actually had been against 
therriy not against Paul.^® It need hardly be remarked again that such an 
attitude toward a man guilty of incest is quite improbable, especially in 
view of his earlier judgment.^® Then in the last two chapters (8 and 9) he 
reverts to the matter of the collection which he has long been planning as 
a gift to Jerusalem on his return to that city. This matter bulked large in 
Paul’s eyes. It is perfecdy natural, now that the rebellion is over, that he 
reverts to it. The awkwardness and repetitious nature of this section is not 
to be explained on the basis that we have here fragments of other letters, 
but simply as due to the fact that Paul always felt self-conscious when called 
upon to raise money, and especially so to the Corinthians who, he ap- 
parcndy felt, might easily misunderstand his motives. 

Then suddenly without warning, after this friendly and in sections exalted 
state of joy, in chapters 10-13 the whole tone changes. The clouds gather, 
and from his opening words to the close the tone is that of severity and 
biting sarcasm. The section is scarcely more than an impassioned defence 
of himself and a bitter attack upon his unruly and disobeient church. 

To conceive of this as a conclusion to chapters 1-9 after the battle is won 
is to me preposterous. If this is actually a part of his letter of forgiving 
happiness, what sort of jeremiad must the “severe letter” have been which 
had led him to fear he had written too sharply? To try to explain this change 
of tone on the basis that our II Corinthians is too long to have been dictated 
at a sitting and that in the interim his feelings had changed— perhaps he 
had had a sleepless night or was suffering from bad news from some other 
church or from indigestion— appears to me conspicuously ill-advised, if not 
aaually puerile. 

In the second plac^ not only is there dear evidence of a distinct break 
between chapters 1-9 and 10-13, but real reason for feeling that the latter 
section was written before the former and, in short, is part of the letter 
referred to in the former. Three passages in each of these sections appear 
to be intimately connected; but in each case the one from chapters 10-13 is 
in the present tense, while the corresponding one in chapters 1-9 is in the 
past tense and appears to be reminiscent of it. Although these passages have 
often been referred to in earlier discussions, it may be well to print them 
again in parallel columns. Only so can the impr^sive nature of the evidence 
be fdt. 

”n Cor. 2:5-11. 

“ I Cor. 5:3 S. For a fuller discuwxi of the probable meaning of these verses sec my Ethics 
of Paul, pp. 149-154* 
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10:6 — ^And being in readiness to 2:9 — ^For to this end also did I write, 

avenge all disobedience, when your that I might know the proof of you, 
obedience shall be made full. whether ye are obedient in all things. 

13:2 — ... if I come again I will not 1:23 — ... to spare you I forbare to 

spare. come [lit. came not again] unto 

Corinth. 

13:10— -For this cause I write these 2:3 — ^And I wrote this very thing, 

things while absent, that I may not lest, when I came, I should have sor- 
when present deal sharply . . , row . . . 

In addition to these passages there is constant reference in chapters 1-9 
to the “severe letter,” each mention of which appears most apt as a de- 
scription of 10-13. A few examples will suffice. The words, “Are we beginning 
again to commend ourselves?”^® and “We are not again commending our- 
selves to you,’*^^ certainly imply that he had previously done precisely that. 
Few will deny that from beginning to end chapters 10-13 fulfil that descrip- 
tion, with their emphasis upon his ability, his position as one “not a whit 
behind the very chiefest aposdes,” and the list of his heroic sufferings. 
Furthermore, the visit to Corinth which he was contemplating when he 
wrote these blistering pages (cf. 12:20 f.; 13:1 f.,io) but which he did not 
make is adequately explained by the reference to his later change of mind 
(1:15, 23 ff.). Thus a very strong case may be made for identifying chapters 
10-13 ^ 3. part of this earlier “severe letter,” that is, the hypothetical III 
Corinthians?^ That it comprised the whole letter, as was argued by some 
of the older scholars, is improbable. Not only does it appear but a fragment, 
but the letter must have contained an attack on the “one who hath caused 
sorrow.” This section, in view of his later repentance, along with probably 
other especially caustic paragraphs, may well have dropped out of sight 
(as did almost all the “previous letter”) in the interval of more than half 
a century before they came into more general circulation. 

These incidents or details connect to form a perfeedy intelligible story. 
Shordy before writing I Corinthians Paul sends Timothy to Corinth. He 
returns with gloomy news. Paul’s letter has not accomplished its purpose. 
The divisive spirit has increased; distinct hostility to Paul is being felt. In 
this crisis Paul at once embarks for Corinth. The distance was only 250 
miles. With the prevailing north and northwest trades the voyage in either 
direction need not have t^en more than four or five days. The brief stay 

“n Cor. 3:1. 

*^II Cor. 5:12. 

“For convenience they may be so de^gnated: I Cor. (die “previous letter’*); 11 Cor. (our I 
Cor.), in Cor. (the “severe letter,” partially preserved in H Cor- 10-13), and IV Cor. (II Cor. 

1-9). 
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in the city was highly unsatisfactory. His presence simply added fuel to 
the flames already blazing. His personal authority seems to have been 
openly questioned, his ability sneered at. One of the Corinthians seems to 
have led the opposition, and have been backed up by many of the others. 
He could not remain long, even if it had been wise. In Ephesus, too, things 
were reaching a crisis. In pain and chagrin he returns to the Asian capital. 
Hardly has he disembarked before he determines to make one more effort. 
He dictates an impassioned and blistering letter to the recalcitrant Corin- 
thians. That the real trouble-makers in Corinth were not judaizers nor ad- 
dicts of “Alexandrian philosophy” — ^whatever that popular phrase may be 
understood to mean — ^but the pneumatikoi, as we saw was probable in 
I Corinthians, is confirmed by II Corinthians. There is no mention of the 
necessity of circumcision or keeping of the Mosaic law. Rather he defends 
himself in scandalized indignation against such taunts as the inability to 
perform miracles or that he was not blessed with the ecstatic gifts. This letter 
he sends post-haste by Titus. If, as was suggested in a previous chapter, 
it was about this time that he wrote Galatians, it is tempting to wonder if 
Paul’s mental unrest was not perhaps heightened by learning on his return 
from Corinth of the defection in Galatia. With Ephesus enflamed against 
him, beset to the east and west by churches determined to involve them- 
selves in folly, one could well understand the state of mind that prompted the 
resultant two letters — ^the “severe letter” to Corinth, the equally excited 
letter to the foolish Galatians. That Galatia and Corinth were ablaze at the 
same time is, of course, simply a hypothesis — better said, a guess — although 
one which appears to the present writer by no means improbable. At least 
it is to be remembered that many scholars have commented on the similarity 
of tone — ^although not of content—in II Corinthians and Galatians. Ap- 
parently he dallied with the idea of returning by sea to Corinth, from there 
to make a flying trip to Macedonia and back to Corinth, thence by sea to 
Jerusalem. At least it is difficult to interpret II Cor. 1:15 £E. in any other 
way. But this plan he gives up. Instead he decides to go by the land route 
through Macedonia and so to Corinth. This will allow time to hear from 
Corinth;^® it will also relieve him of the necessity of making the round trip 
from Corinth to the north. At any rate, with opposition against him blazing 
in Ephesus he left that city with heavy heart. 

While still in Macedonia^^ Titus rejoins him with the good news. The 
trouble is over. The Corinthians have swung back to Paul, although there 
is not unanimity of opinion as to the punishment of his antagonist. This 
unexpected good news— apparently he had come to despair of the Corin- 
thians— prompts him to write them again, this time in a very dijfferent vein. 

1$ by no means impossible that he was sdll uncertain as to whether he would go to 
Corinth or not 

Cor. 7:5 indicates he had arrived; 9:4 suggests he had not yet left; else he would have 
known whether or not **aoy of Macedonia** would accompany him. 
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Titus, who had proved strong where Timothy was weak, is sent back to 
Corinth with this letter. Paul himself followed after concluding his work 
in the northern churches, for apparently he did not expect at that time to 
return to them, but to go from Corinth direct to Jerusalem and then to 
Rome and the far west. 

On the basis of this reconstruction which appears to satisfy all the 
data at our disposal, if I Corinthians was written in the spring of 54 aj)., 
there appears to be no reason against dating the “severe letter” from 
Ephesus on his return from Corinth a few months later, that is, in July of 
the same year. To be sure, that would require Paul to remain in Ephesus 
longer than Pentecost But all that I Cor. 16:8 states is that in the early 
spring he did not see how he could get away before that time. Later he 
finds himself still more delayed. Leaving Ephesus in the late summer he 
proceeds via Troas to Macedonia, there to be met by Titus. That this 
meeting and the writing of II Cor. 1-9 (from Macedonia) was in November 
54 AJO. appears probable if we can rely on the account in Acts. In the highly 
condensed account in Acts ao:i-6 we learn that Paul spent three months 
in Greece — that is, of course, Corinth — ^and then returned to sail from 
Philippi to Troas “after the days of unleavened bread.” Thus if he was 
back at Philippi in time to leave after the Passover and had spent three 
months in Corinth, the time of arrival in Corinth would appear to be in 
December or January, the writing of II Cor. 1-9 some six weeks or two 
months earlier, hence November. The Acts account further indicates an 
additional change of plan. Because “a plot was laid against him by the 
Jews as he was about to set sail for Syria” from Corinth, he changed his 
plans and took the longer overland trip via Macedonia and Asia Minor. 
It has been often assumed that this plot was engineered by the Jews in 
Corinth. Just how such hostility would have led him to abandon the com- 
paratively safe method of sea travel for the dangerous overland journey 
during which he might easily have been ambushed is difficult to see. It is 
tempting to wonder if the plot was not laid by Jews in Thessalonica or 
Philippi, not against Paul personally, but against the welfare of those local 
churches, and that the reason for Paul’s shift of plan was to enable him 
to go to the seat of the trouble to strengthen his converts against them, not 
to flee to save his own skin. 

Such seems to be the main outline of these letters and the general 
progress of the quarrel and its happy outcome. Thus II Corinthians would 
appear to be a composite letter made up of fragments of at least three letters. 
Some scholars have argued that chapters 8 and 9 formed originally a 
separate letter or perhaps two letters, and that thus parts of four or even 
five letters are to be seen in our composite; but, as has already been re- 
marked, this latter conclusion appears to the present writer unwarranted. 
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But while there are weighty reasons for questioning the integrity of II 
Corinthians, the authenticity of all the parts is almost universally accepted, 
although, contrary to I Corinthians, evidence of its use by writers prior to 
Marcion is not impressive. Nevertheless, the style, language, tone, and type 
of thought cannot reasonably be questioned. In fact, while a perfectly 
natural outburst from Paul while on the firing-line, it would be very dijfi- 
cult to suggest any reason which a later writer might have felt for putting 
such a word in the mouth of the departed hero. It should be remarked that 
the able critic Jiilicher, who is skeptical towards all partition theories for 
II Corinthians, is inclined to question the authenticity of the fragment 
6:14-7:1 and to view it as a later interpolation.^ 

A final word may not be out of place. The question may arise: How could 
these several letters have been incorporated as one.? It must be remembered 
that when written most of Paul’s letters were directed to and intended for 
local groups only. It was not until long after his death that an efiort was 
made to gather them and to make them available for a wider audience. In 
the interim some— perhaps many— of his letters had disappeared; some of 
those that had remained were no longer complete. They probably had been 
written on papyrus. Even if the sheets had originally been glued to join 
short rolls, it is certainly not incredible that in the course of the years they 
might have occasionally been torn, separated, or misplaced. Thus a 
letter like the “previous letter” appears to have disappeared, all save a 
fragment which was misplaced among the sheets of other letters. (It is to be 
observed that II Cor. 6;i4-7:i would just about fill a separate papyrus sheet.) 
While a long letter like I Corinthians would make a complete roll when 
copied on papyrus or vellum (parchment), such a letter as II Cor, 1-9, being 
shorter, would scarcely fill up such a roll. What more natural than that 
the few pages of the “severe letter” which had been preserved— it is surely 
easily conceivable now that the quarrel had long since been healed that 
the more personal sections had disappeared— should have been copied 
on to fill up the roll? Chronological order was not the important thing. 
Anything from the pen of the departed hero would be prized. In 
the process of this copying the sheet from the “previous letter” (II Cor, 
6:14-7:1) had become misplaced and was thus embalmed in the wrong 
place. This is not simply theory. We have definite evidence that such 
combinations and displacements not infrequently occurred, for example, 
in the correspondence of Cicero. That it occurred at an early date is evident 
from the fact that all the extant manuscripts attest the union, 

“Julichcr-Fascher, Einleitung in das Neue Testament, 7th ed., pp, 87 f. This suggesdon was 
not made in the earlier edition which was translated into English. 



Chapter XXI 

THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS 


At first blush the historical questions about this epistle — ^to whom, when, 
and from where written — ^seem relatively simple. If the letter left the pen 
of Paul, or his scribe Tertius,^ as we now have it, they are simple. The 
letter is addressed distinctly “to aU that are in Rome, beloved of God, called 
to be saints.”^ A few verses further, in the paragraph of compliments, he 
continues ; “So, as much as in me is, I am ready to preach the gospel to you 
also that are in Rome.”^ The recipients of the letter would appear thus defi- 
nitely and clearly defined. 

In i6:i he refers to “Phoebe our sister, who is a servant of the church that 
is at Cenchreae,” that is, the eastern port city of Corinth. And since Phoebe is 
being recommended to the hospitality of the readers — 

that ye receive her in the Lord, worthily of the saints, and that ye assist her in 
whatsoever matters she may have need of you; for she herself also hath been a 
helper of many, and of mine own self^^ — 

it is scarcely to be doubted that he is writing this commendation from 
Corinth as she starts her voyage. Furthermore, this is confirmed and dated 
by his full statement about the collection which is now ready for delivery 
to the Jerusalem poor: 

But now, I say, I go unto Jerusalem, ministering imto the saints. For it hath 
been the good pleasme of Macedonia and Achaia to make a certain contribution 
for the poor among the saints that are at Jerusalem. Yea, it hath been their good 
pleasure; and their debtors they arc. For if the gentiles have been made partakers 
of their spiritual things, they owe it to them also to minister unto them in carnal 
things. When therefore I have accomplished this, and have sealed to them this 
fruit, I will go on by you unto Spain.® 

The collection is ready; Paul is about to deliver it. From the Corinthian cor- 
respondence we know that this was not accomplished until his final visit 
to Corinth, that is, after II Cor. 1-9. That such a letter as Romans was 
written en route to Jerusalem is scarcely to be considered seriously. Thus 

^Eom. i6:a3. 

*Rom. 1:7. 

*Roin. 1:15. 

^Rom. 16:2. 

“Rom. 15:25-38. 
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it would appear clear that the letter was written from Corinth during his 
three-month visit, that is, early in 55 aj>. 

But the matter is not so simple, after all. For more than a century— David 
Schulz first raised the objection in 1829 — ^many critics have felt unable to ac- 
cept chapter 16 as an original part of the letter, although all extant manu- 
scripts carry it. The chapter, it is said, is most unsuitable for Rome. Argu- 
ments for and against the hypothesis have been many and voluminous. It 
will be suflScient to consider the two chief difficulties, (a) The chapter com- 
prises a long list of greetings to Paul’s personal friends. Is it probable that 
at Rome, a city he had never visited, he should have had so many friends, 
with several of whom at least he is manifestly on intimate terms? Again, 
among them are several whom we should scarcely expect to meet in Rome. 
For example, Epaenetus is “the first fruits of Asia unto Christ.”® Priscilla and 
Aquila arc greeted. To be sure, they had originally lived in Rome, but 
had left that city at the time of Claudius’ edict and after a stay in Corinth 
had removed to Ephesus.'*’ Nor are we dependent alone upon Acts. They 
are referred to, together with “the church that is in their house,” in I Corin- 
thians,® which we saw was written almost certainly from Ephesus. In II 
Tim, 4 .'19 greetings are sent to them. It is improbable that II Timothy is a 
letter by Paul. None the less, it apparently reflects a belief that at the time 
when it purports to be written this couple was still in Ephesus, for the letter 
purports to be written from Rome to Ephesus. 

(b) The other difficulty is perhaps even greater. Between the long list of 
personal friends to be “saluted” and the salutations from eight of Paul’s 
companions® stands a most surprising section. 

Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them that are causing the divisions and 
occasions of stumbling, contrary to the doctrine which ye learned: and turn away 
from them. For they that are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own 
belly; and by their smooth and fair speech they beguile the hearts of the innocent. 
For your obedience is come abroad unto aU men. I rejoice therefore over you: but 
I would have you wise unto that which is good, and simple unto that which is 
evil. And the God of peace shall bruise Satan under your feet shortly.^® 

This reference to the teaching they had learned naturally suggests the teach- 
ing they had learned from Paul, while the polemic seems far more fitting 
if directed to a group of his own churches for whom he is responsible than 
to a group of strangers, to whom he is writing to allay suspicions and to 
reveal himself in his true colours, not to interfere nor to exercise lordship 
“in other men’s labors.” 

•Rom. 16:5. 

^ Acts 18:2 £., 18 £„ 26. 

•l Cor. i6:ig. 

•Roin. 16:21-23. 

“Rom. 16:17-20. 
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Suffice it to say that if this chapter were not attached to Romans, it is safe 
to say that in spite of the lack of any specific salutation and the fact that of 
course Phcebe could have been recommended to one church as well as to 
another, no one would have dreamed of questioning that we have here a 
letter of introduction of the Cenchrean Phcebe to the Christians in Ephesus. 
There is, however, no manuscript evidence that this letter ever existed apart 
from Romans. Furthermore, the real difficulty is the absence of any plausible 
explanation of how such a letter to Ephesus was eventually attached to one 
to Rome. Again, it may be said that dthough Aquila and Priscilla had set- 
tled in Ephesus it is to be remembered that their real reason for leaving 
Rome was to escape Claudius’ displeasure. Claudius was now dead — ^the date 
of his death was Oct. 13, 54 — ^and the edict was hence no longer in effect. 
They may well have returned to their former home. Perhaps some of those 
whom Paul salutes may have belonged in their household and thus have 
returned with them. Thus the evidence is hard to evaluate. If the problem 
stood alone, it would probably be wise, although with some misgivings, to 
accept the chapter as a real part of the letter to Rome, rather than to attempt 
to invent explanations of the later curious marriage. 

But this problem is intertwined with another and more important one. 
This problem can be stated without difficulty; the difficulty is to solve it. 
There is clear evidence that our episde once existed in a shorter form which 
omitted chaps. 15 and 16 (with the possible exception of the final doxology, 
16:25-27) and with no mention of Rome in 1:7 and 1:15. The evidence for 
this latter point may be indicated first. The bilingual manuscript Gg 
substitutes “in love” for “in Rome” in 1:7 and omits the words in 1:15. 
Furthermore, the very valuable minuscule 1739, in which the text of Romans 
was copied not from the exemplar of the manuscript but from the Com- 
mentary of Origen — ^now xmfortunately extant only in the Latin translation 
of Rufinus— has a scribal note to the effect that the words “in Rome” were 
not in his original. 

Although no manuscript of this shorter recension (without chapters 15 and 
16) exists, the fact that such a form was in existence at a very early date 
and was widely used is indubitable, (a) In his Commentary^ referred to in 
the preceding paragraph, Origen states that Marcion cut away everything 
after 14:23.^^ As the text of his comment shows, it is not clear precisely 
what he meant by “cut away,” since it apparendy is to be differentiated 
from “completely removed” (penitus ahstulit)?^ Apparendy, however, the 

Caput hoc Rom. 16:25-27, the passage Origen is annotating] Uarcton, a quo scriptura 
cvangelica atque apostolica interpolatee sunt, de hoc cpistula penitus abstulit: et non solum hoc, 
sed et ah eo loco uhi scriptum est **omne autem, quod non est ex fide, peccatum esf* (that is, 
14:23) usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit-^gnty Patr. Graca xiv,i29oA(687). 

**For further discussion of this point and the other textual problems sec Lake, The Earlier 
Epistles of Su Paul, pp. 335-350, and MofFat^ Introduction to the Literature of the Neus Testa- 
ment, pp. I 39 -I 44 > 
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text o£ Romans which Marcion used ended with 14:23, but that he was 
responsible for the abbreviated form is not so certain, (b) Of even greater 
significance is the witness of the so-called “capitulations” or chapter headings 
found in many manuscripts of the Vulgate.^^ These chapter headings, which 
give a sort of table of contents or brief epitome of the episde, divide the 
letter into fifty-one sections. The fiftieth reads as follows: 

Concerning the danger of injuring one’s brother by one’s meat, and that the 
kingdom of God is not meat and drink but righteousness and peace and joy in the 
Holy Spirit. 

That this is an epitome of Rom. 14:15-23 is, of course, obvious. Equally clear 
is it that the next capitulation, the fifty-first, 

Concerning the mystery of God kept in silence before the passion but manifested 
after his passion, 

can refer only to 16:25-27. Hence the text from which these capitulations 
were made — ^that it is far older than the Vulgate is evidenced by the word- 
ing — did not contain 15:1-16:23 (24). (c) Furthermore, it is probable that 
such was essentially the text of Irenaeus, TertuUian, and Cyprian, who, al- 
though they quote the rest of Romans constantly, do not quote from these 
chapters. In fact, Clement of Alexandria and Origen are the only ante-Nicene 
fathers to quote from Rom. 15-16. Nor can it be said that 16:1-16,21-23, 
would not have offered natural material for quotations. In Cyprian’s cata- 
logue of Scripture enjoining holding aloof from heretics surely 16:17-20 
would have been a natural addition had he known it. It is also to be remarked 
that not only do we fail to find any quotation from these chapters in Ter- 
tullian, but that the letter once refers to Rom. 14:10 as in clausula^ which 
can only mean “at the end,” that is, in the last section of the letter.^^ (d) 
And finally the uncertainty of location of the doxology, 16:25-27. Some 
manuscripts have it after 16:23,^® others after 14:23, others in both places, 
still others in neither, while finally the recently discovered Chester Beatty 
papyrus containing the Pauline letters places it at the end of chapter 

15, that is, after 15:33. 

The evidence, which I have barely listed, is quite suflicient to establish the 
fact that at an early date two versions of Romans existed, one essentially^® 

“Berger, Histoire de la Vulgate, refers to forty-eight. 

“For this evidence I have made free use of the volume by Lake, already referred to, which 
not only conveniently summarizes but evaluates the evidence. 

“16:24 is certainly to be omitted. Its proper place is 16:20, although one type of text, which 
did not contain 16:25-27, transposed it to stand after 16:23 to the epistle. In some other 
Mss. it occurs after 16:20 and also after the doxology; in a few inferior and late Mss. after 16:20 
and also between 16:23 and the doxology. This latter very poorly attested and utterly improbable 
reading was adopted by Erasmus and preserved in the Textus Receptus and hence in the King 
James Version. 

“ The reason for the qualification “essentially” is that there are weighty reasons which have 
made several competent critics (including Julicher and Moffatt) suspicious of the Pauline 



266 


CHRISTIAN BEGINNINGS 


as we have it today, the other with no reference to Rome and without 
chapters 15 and 16. So much is reasonably clear; the problem consists in 
explaining the rise of these two rival forms. Four possibilities exist in theory 
at least. 

(a) Paul wrote it essentially as we have it, and it was later shortened 
by some one else for doctrinal or liturgical reasons; 

(b) Paul wrote it essentially as we have it, and later shortened it him- 
self to give it a more general character; 

(c) Paul wrote the short recension, and it was later added to by some 
one else; 

(d) Paul wrote the short recension, and later added the other material 
and inserted the specific references to Rome. 

Of these four possibilities both (b) and (c) seem most unlikely. The 
former would necessitate the view, occasionally expressed even today, that 
Paul later edited his earlier correspondence to adapt it for general circula- 
tion. This notion is destitute of evidence, and runs counter not only to 
Paul’s clearly expressed view of the nature of his mission, but also to the 
chronological facts of his life. Nor is the other view, that chapter 15 is by 
another hand, at all probable. There is no break in thought between chap- 
ters 14 and 15; rare indeed would be the skill of the later falsarius. Further- 
more, it appears to me most improbable that a writer after Paul’s death 
should either put into his hero’s mouth the expectation to visit the west at 
a time when history had shown that such was not realized, or reemphasize 
the ministration at Jerusalem which had had such a sorry result. On the 
other hand, die first alternative is by no means impossible, and is main- 
tained in some form or other by the majority of writers. Marcion’s name is 
often suggested as the one who shortened the text. That he edited drastically 
the canon of Christian writings he accepted is well known. Due to his anti- 
Semitic attitude he sought to divorce Christianity not only from Judaism 
but from the Old Testament. His hero Paul’s writings were purged here 
and there to remove those sections wherein Paul spoke too enthusiastically 
regarding Israel as the people of God. Hebrews and the Pastoral Epistles 
he omitted probably on critical grounds. An expurgated form of the other 
ten Pauline letters, together with the Gospel of Luke, comprised his Scrip- 
ture. A plausible case can be presented for the view that Origen’s famous 

nature of the doxology. The insecurity of position, the formal and liturgical ring of the words, 
the reference to “my gospel” all incline me to sec this as a later (but comparatively early) 
addition to the text, perhaps when the various Pauline letters were first assembled for more 
general use. On the other hand, the fact that^*® places it after 15:33 is not to be disregarded. 
Does this suggest that it was added to both versions with and without chapter 15) and 
that when chapter 16 came later to be copied in the same roll it was transferred to the end of 
this addidon? I must confess that this reading of to a measure lessens my own sus^ndons 
with regard to the genuineness of the doxology. 
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remark meant, not that Marcion had explained away or whitded away by 
one means or other the substance of these verses — ^had that been the case 
surely TertuUian would have pounced upon it— but that he had definitely 
shortened the text. But the difficulties raised by this hypothesis are many. 
This version was widely circulated and in the most orthodox circles. Would 
the work of the archheretic Marcion have been so received? Just why this 
section should have displeased Marcion is hard to see. An occasional verse — 
“For I say that Christ hath been minister of the circumcision for the truth 
of God, etc.” — ^might have disturbed him, but there is more pro-Jewish ma- 
terial earlier in the letter. And what was his objection to “in Rome”? 
Again, any explanation of the short recension must include the problem 
of chapter 16. The two problems, I am convinced, are intertwined. If it 
was actually written by Paul to recommend Phoebe to Romcy and was thus 
a part of the letter, it is hard to see the ground for Marcion’s objection to it. 
On the other hand, if not an original part of the letter, we are still con- 
fronted by the difficulty already referred to — ^how did this letter to Ephesus 
get attached to a letter to Rome? In the face of these difficulties, I could 
accept this solution only as a last hope, that is, if no other solution offered 
itself. And such is not the case. 

The fourth alternative, that the short recension was the earlier, has much 
to commend itself. That it is far from impossible that it was intended as a 
sort of follow-up letter, written after his first concern and chagrin at the 
bad news from Galatia had been relieved, and to tone down the rash and 
exaggerated statements in the earlier letter (Galatians), has already been 
suggested in the chapter devoted to Galatians.^*^ Now in Corinth which had 
swung into line— perhaps word of a similar change of heart from Galatia 
had arrived — ^he penned this cool and balanced statement of his views. Not 
only would it be valuable in Galatia; it was almost equally appropriate for 
any of his churches. It would be particularly valuable in Ephesus, as a 
stay and support to the Christians there, harried as they were by their op- 
ponents. Wliether Paul had several copies made for Asia Minor — one for 
the churches of Galatia, others for Ephesus and its neighbouring cities— or 
whether the messenger to Galatia stopped in Ephesus to allow for the letter 
being read is debatable. I am inclined to the former guess, that is, that to 
chapters 1-14— the original letter, intended for all his churches in Asia 
Minor— he appended die introduction of Pheebe and the salutation of his 
Ephesian friends (chapter 16) in the dretft intended for Ephesus. At about 
the same time he feels it wise to communicate with Rome. Although he is not 
responsible for that church, he nevertheless hopes to visit it soon on his way 
to evangelize the west. It will be of distinct value to correct any mistaken 
notions those Christians may have received from rumour or malicious mis- 
statement. What more appropriate word could he write than this matured 

”Pp. 231 £ 
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and carefully phrased confessio fidei? Thus he directs Tertius to make 
another copy — ^this time with a distinct mention of Rome — ^and himself 
adds a few more paragraphs amplifying his views regarding the mutual 
responsibilities of Christians, and making clear his purpose in coming to 
Rome (chapter 15). This is simply a hypothesis — ^the same is to be said for 
every other explanation of the complicated problem — ^but it appears to me 
a by no means impossible or even improbable one.^® 

But whether the letter was written fresh for Rome or was a partially 
revised copy of a letter intended primarily for other Christians it fitted the 
situation admirably. It is not to be interpreted so much as a polemic against 
those who had poisoned the Roman Christians’ minds as a prophylactic 
against such propaganda. It is not to be considered a tract; it is a genuine 
letter, although of a quite different character from the intensely personal 
Galatians or letters to Corinth. It is far more carefully wrought out. To be 
sure, Paul did not think of it as becoming Scripture, but it may be hazarded 
that he did not expect it to be read casually and then thrown in the waste- 
basket. 

Following the salutation, words of greeting, and thanksgiving (1:1-15), 
comes the body of the letter. This latter falls into two main divisions 
1:16-11:36 and 12:1-15:33. The former of these is argumentative and ex- 
pository, expressing in full and precise form his mature belief regarding the 
Christian mystery of salvation; the latter is hortative — ^since this is so, it be- 
hooves us to live in a fitting way. 

In I :i4 f. he has declared his obligation to God to preach the gospel and 
in keeping with this his desire to preach it to them in Rome. Then in verses 
16 and 17 he defines the gospel in precise terms and states his thesis — ^the 
rest of the letter is simply an orderly expansion of these words — 

For I am not ashamed of the gospel: for it is the power of God unto salvation 
to every one that believeth; to the Jew first, and also to the Greek. For therein 
is revealed a righteousness of God from faith unto fiiith: as it is written, But the 
righteous shall live by faith. 

This righteousness is not something imparted (or imputed) to the Chris- 
tian— that is, that he is not made to merit salvation— but rather through 
certain great redemptive acts God has made it possible for man to enter into 
right relation with him (God), that at the final assize he may stand ac- 
quitted. All this, however, is made possible through the Christian’s union 
with Christ. In a word, his faith in Christ is actually a new life which he 
has apprehended. 

Following this thesis, he argues that this proffered salvation is a salva- 
tion offered to all, and that more than that it is the only way. (The old- 

^ This is very similar to the somewhat more complicated solution advocated by Renan. 
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fashioned hymn, “There is no other way but his way,” catches Paul’s exact 
emphasis.) All men everywhere are under the wrath of God, and rightly, 
because of their wickedness. This applies alike to gentile (1:18-32) and to 
Jew (2:1-3:20). The former did not have the Mosaic law to guide him— 
better said, to warn him. None the less he is without excuse, for in his con- 
science was the unwritten law — the capacity, that is, to recognize at least 
partially the essential obligation of moral law — ^as surely engraved as was 
for the Jew the Mosaic law on the tables of stone.^® But though all have 
failed, God has made this redemption possible through the death of his Son, 
through union with whom all may be acquitted. The one condition is faith, 
that is, newness of life in Christ; but this does not do away with the Law. 
Actually it establishes it. The Scripture teaches unmistakably that Abraham 
was justified by faith and that circumcision was given not as a means, but 
later in the sealing of the covenant that had aheady been made on the 
basis of his faith. 

Then in chapter 5 he shows the Christians’ ground for rejoicing: 

Being therefore justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord 
Jesus Christ; through whom also we have had our access [by faith] into this grace, 
wherein we stand.^^ 

That is, the Christian’s own experience of new peace, with the age-long 
antagonism and warring in his conscience now at an end, reveals and at- 
tests the truth of the teaching. Next, he raises and answers the all-important 
question: What is this “faith in Christ” which I mean? His answer to this 
query extends through 8:17. Then in the concluding words of chapter 8 
is the almost lyrical expression of the sense of safety and joy that such as^ 
surance inspires, ending in the magnificent thanksgiving: 

Nay, in all these things we are more than conquerors through him that loved 
us. For I am persuaded that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, 
nor things present, nor things to come, nor powers, nor height, nor depth, nor 
any other creature, shall be able to separate us from the love of God, which is in 
Christ Jesus our Lord.^^ 

Then follows the problem of Israel’s unbelief and rejection (9:1-11:36), 
This certainty of salvation which God vouchsafes to all men is by no 
means contradicted by the fate of Israel. God has rejected them— here he 
meets squarely the national objection of the Jew that this salvation should 
have come to the Jews: they were God’s chosen people— but it was because 
of their unbelief, and after all was but temporary. Every potter has the 
right to make from his clay the sort of vessels he chooses, be they for honour 

“For a fuller discussion of the place the unwritten law occupied in Paul’s thinking see my 
Bthics of Pauly pp. 102 if. 

“Rom. 5:1 £. The reading, ‘‘let us have peace,” although it has high manuscript support, is 
surely wrong. 

^■Rom. 8:37-39. 
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or dishonour. Thus this rejection is not to be construed as a sign of God*s 
lack of justice; its cause was Israel’s attempt at justification through works 
rather than through faith. To lack of understanding was added wilful dis- 
obedience. Yet not all Israel has gone astray; a faithful remnant has been 
chosen out. And again, the rejection was but temporary. God has made use 
of Israel’s failure, and has thus been enabled to bring in the gentiles; yet 
it is still possible for Israel— or rather for those who remain — again to be 
grafted in, “and so all Israel shall be saved,”^^ This figure of the wild 
olive grafted into the old stump is not wholly a matter of history for Israel, 
It contains a very pertinent warning for gentile Christians. Eternal vigilance 
is the price of success. “If God spared not the natural branches, neither will 
he spare thee!” 

In many ways the argument in this whole section is laboured and un- 
satisfactory to modern thought. The figure of grafting wild olive branches 
into the stump of the cultivated tree is hardly such as to commend itself 
to horticulturists— Paul is never happy in his use of figures; — while the 
figure of the potter and the clay, alAough hallowed by usage, is equally 
unsatisfactory, since in the modern emphasis upon the rights and dignity 
of men — ^which heady draft has been copiously drunk today — ^many are 
unwilling to be treated as clay in any one’s hands, even God’s. Thus to the 
query, “Thou wilt say then unto me. Why doth he still find fault? For 
who withstandeth his will?” the answer, “O man, who art thou that repliest 
against God?” appears a complete begging of the question. Logic has 
broken down. The proper answer appears to us, “He should not.” But 
it should be remembered that Paul had not been emancipated. Notions of a 
finite God, the pleasing speculation of twentieth-century humanism, had 
not been born. For him God was still God. If we allow him his postulates, 
his conclusions do not appear so completely forced or painfully perverse. 

Thus through the whole first section of the letter the emphasis continues: 
There is no other way than his way, that is, faith. There is no security 
except through a constant abiding life in Christ. Otherwise, even those who 
feel themselves so secure will be cast out. 

With 12:1 begins the hortatory and so-called “practical” section. To re- 
gard it as a sort of appendix of loose, disjointed admonitions after the 
main work of the epistle is over is to miss the point utterly. Far from being 
an appendage, it is the capstone to the whole argument. Since God has pro- 
vided this way, at infinite cost to himself it behooves men to live in a 
fitting and proper manner both within the community and to the world at 
large; that is, in his own words: 

I beseech you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God, to present your bodies 
a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable to God, which is your spiritual service.^ 

**Rom. 11:26. 

•Rom. 12:1. 
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Thus his challenge finds its fulfilment in this series of crisp, short admoni- 
tions which evidence the kind of life that the man who is in Christ must 
of necessity live. The imminence of the final great day was an added spur 
to righteous living. Then follows the matter of the “strong and the weak.” 
Here the matter is most obscure. It does not appear to reflect the same 
situation as that evidenced in the letters to Corinth, that is, the question 
of whether or not one should eat meat which has been offered to idols. 
Rather, it has apparently to do with the kind of food appropriate to Chris- 
tians. As in the episde to Corinth, Paul limits his advice to the moral side of 
the matter. Forbearance is the quality demanded. One must not let his acts 
keep a brother away from Christ. Meat is not worth that. But in addition 
to the danger of those who had faith to cat meat despising those whom they 
dubbed “weak,” was the equal danger that those who were scrupulous in 
these matters should exercise unchristian and censorious judgment over 
the more liberal group. The whole section with the fitting conclusion 
(15:1-13) is one of the choicest and most beautiful pleas for tolerance and 
lack of censorious judgment. Then with a brief and more personal word, 
to which is appended a statement of his plans and his reasons for writing 
to the Romans (15:14-33), he brings the letter to a close. To this letter, 
as he apparently framed it for Rome, stands now chapter 16 with its lists 
of salutations (16:1-16) and greetings (16:21-23) interrupted by the sharp 
word of warning against sowers of strife (16:17-20), and the formal (prob- 
ably sub-Pauline) liturgical doxology (16:25-27). 

The epistle, then, is not to be seen as an attack upon judaizers or even 
Jews; rather, it is a calm and deUberate statement, made possible in part 
by his years of opposition from the ranks of Judaism, It is, if one may use 
a modern phrase which would have been entirely unintelligible to Paul, as 
near an approach to the philosophy of Christianity as the doughty and un- 
philosophical apostle to the gentiles could frame. 

How far it was called into being by the exigencies of the church at Rome 
will depend upon the view taken as to the origin of the epistle. At any rate, 
the tone is cool and unprejudiced. The law is spoken of in a quite different 
fashion from the heated episde to Galatia; yet although he admits that 
the advantage of the Jew is great — as he could do only with careful quali- 
fications in the former letter— he never compromises. The impotence and 
need of all men, Jew and gentile alike, is remedied solely through faith 
in Christ. 

Since I am inclined against the view that the letter was planned with 
Rome in mind (but rather was later adapted to the need of the moment 
there), it appears to me most unwise to search the episde for clues as to 
the nature of that church. It may perhaps be said that since some passages 
(as I ’.5, 13-15; II :i3 L; chapters 7-11) strongly suggest that the readers were 
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primarily, if not almost entirely, gentile, it might be construed that had the 
Roman church been otherwise Paul might have felt such a letter not 
particularly appropriate. Further guesses, however, appear to me unprofit- 
able. The style of the epistle is often that of the diatribe, that is, in the 
then popular form of public address, replete with crisp, staccato phrases in 
which the writer to make his argument the clearer represents himself in 
a dialogue with an imaginary interlocutor. Thus it is surely not the Roman 
(or the Galatian) Jew whom he addresses: “But if thou bearcst the name 
of a Jew, and restest upon the Lord . . He is simply answering the 
objections which opponents might logically raise to his Christian readers 
as they had so often done to him personally in the past. Although the letter 
provides far less sure material for the reconstruction of the history and 
make-up of the church at Rome than used to be argued, it remains an in- 
valuable source of knowledge for the thought of the one who penned it. 

®*Rom. 2:17. 



Chapter XXII 


THE LETTERS OF THE CAPTIVITY AND THE 
HYPOTHETICAL EPHESIAN IMPRISONMENT 

In contrast to the six letters already discussed stand four other letters 
which for many years have been grouped together and considered coming 
from a later stage in Paul’s life, at a time when he was no longer free to 
move about as he chose. These four — ^Philippians, Colossians, Ephesians, 
and Philemon — ^are commonly styled “the letters of the captivity.” Colos- 
sians and Ephesians are very intimately connected in many ways, and must 
be regarded as penned at the same time if both are genuine. Nevertheless, 
Philemon and Colossians are also inseparably joined. The word of quiet 
dignity with which Colossians ends, to refer to but one passage — 

The salutation of me Paul with mine own hand. Remember my bonds. Grace 
be with you^ — 

is sufficient evidence that in these three letters Paul is now, in a literal 
sense, a “prisoner for Jesus Christ.” But it is no less clear that a similar 
condition must be assumed for Philippians. Not alone the general tone of 
the letter, but the words, 

Now I would have you know, brethren, that the things which happened unto 
me have fallen out rather unto the progress of the gospel; so that my bonds 
become manifest in Christ throughout the whole prsetorian guard, ^ 

leave litde room for doubt. 

But that this demands that these four letters must therefore be later than 
the other six is by no means certain, although this is ofen assumed. The 
reason for the assumption, however, is clear. But two captivities or lengthy 
imprisonments of Paul are referred to in Acts, the two years in Cssarea 
and the two years in Rome. Hence, it is usually argued, these letters must 
not only be later, but several years later, since most critics have felt that 
certain indications in the letters themselves definitely exclude Caesarea. 
Then much has been made of the so-called more developed thought, 
particularly in the case of the Christology, in these letters. Many of these 
findings are probably exaggerated and secondary. It is probably fair to 
say that the strongest argument for Rc«ne was the weakness of the argu- 

‘Col. 4:18. 

*Phil. 1:1:6 f. 
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ment for Caesarea. But for most scholars this argument, although essentially 
negative, was convincing. It is to be observed, however, that this line of rea- 
soning is rendered valid only by the assumption that the narrative in Acts 
is essentially complete and accurate. If there should be reason to feel that 
Paul had suffered more imprisonments than the two therein related, the 
whole question would be reopened, and the purely negative argument 
favouring Rome as the place of composition would appear far less con- 
vincing. 

There appear to be very real reasons for believing that the account in 
Acts omits mention of an imprisonment — ^possibly more than one — ^prior to 
those at Caesarea and Rome which occurred in Ephesus during the three 
years spent in that city. Only the main reasons for this hypothesis which has 
attracted several scholars can be mentioned here.® The reference to several 
imprisonments — ^“in prisons more abundantly’*^ — can scarcely be based solely 
on the Philippian experience® or the trial before Gallio in Corinth.® While 
the words, “If after the manner of men I fought with beasts at Ephesus,” 
as already remarked,'^ can scarcely be understood of an actual appearance 
in the arena, they may very well be understood as a reference to an imprison- 
ment in which he had feared that that was to be the outcome, and which 
not only is still vivid as he writes, “even unto this present hour we both 
hunger, and thirst, and are naked, and buffeted, and have no certain dwell- 
ing place,”® but remains a terrible memory*— “yea, we ourselves have had 
the sentence of death within ourselves.”® Furthermore, the mention of the 
brave aa of Aquila and Priscilla, “who for my life laid down their own 
necks,”^® must not be disregarded. Quite independent of the nature of 
Romans i6, this can only refer to some previous experience, and it is more 
natural to understand it, not as a reference to the diflSculty in Corinth, 
but: to that “affliction which befell us in Asia.’*^^ Similarly, the reference to 
his “fellow prisoners” Andronicus and Junias^^ is most naturally explained 
on the basis of a recent imprisonment, in which other Christians as well 
had been in jeopardy. Probably no weight at all should be given to the 
early legends occasionally found of Paul’s experiences with the lion in the 

®It is elaborately argued by G. S. Duncan, St, Paul's Ephesian Ministry, who gives a conven- 
ient r&um6 of the history of the view (pp. 59-65). The penetrating essay by C. R. Bowen, “Arc 
Paul’s Prison Letters from Ephesus?” in the American Journal of Theology, Vol. XXIV (Jan. 
and April, 1920), pp. 1 12-135, 277-287, is worthy of study. 

*11 Cor. 11:23; cf. 6:5. 

*Acts 16:19-40. 

®Acts 18:12-17, 

’ P. 256, n. 17. 

®I Cor. 4:11. 

®n Cor. 1:9; cf. also its penumbra in II Cor. 6:9 ("as dying, and behold we live”) and per- 
haps 4:8 

*®Roin. 16:3. 

"II Cor. i;8. 

"Rom, 16.7. 
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Ephesian arena.^^ They arc palpably mere expansions o£ I Cor. 15:32. On 
the other hand, the statement in the prologue to Colossians in the so-called 
“Marcionite Prologue,” apostolus iam ligatus scribit eis ab Bpheso, attests 
that in the second century the view that Paul had suffered imprisonment 
in Ephesus and had written the Colossian episde during that imprisonment 
was not unknown. Apparently this was based upon the judgment of Marcion, 
who may well have been a heretic, but apparently stood head and shoulders 
over all his contemporaries not only in respect for Paul, but in real critical 
ability. 

The reason for the silence of Acts in regard to this highly probable im- 
prisonment vidll probably remain one of the many unsolved problems inci- 
dent to that perplexing book. Conjectures are possible but fruitless. That the 
whole narrative is, to say the least, highly compressed for those years in 
Ephesus few will deny- Furthermore, the story of the uproar caused by the 
silversmiths and their ringleader Demetrius, and the rescue of Paul from 
the crowd, “the more part [of which] knew not wherefore they were come 
together,” by the gallant Ephesian official, although singularly good material 
for proving the essential innocence of early Christianity in general and of 
its leader Paul in particular, can scarcely fail to arouse historical qualms. 
It is perhaps not utterly improbable that the writer saw fit to substitute this 
incident for an account whose “witnessing power” was less evident. 

At any rate, few readers of the Pauline epistles — ^and, for that matter, of 
Acts — ^will deny the inherent possibility that Paul could not spend twelve 
months — ^not to mention three years — ^in any city without spending a part 
of it in prison. Thus the evidence would seem to point, in spite of the silence 
of Acts, to an Ephesian imprisonment. Whether the so-called “letters of 
the captivity,” any or all, are to be ascribed to this period instead of to 
Rome — for that question is thus reopened — is a separate question and 
must be reserved for the subsequent chapters in which the letters in ques- 
tion are examined. 

“ These are mentioned by Duncan, op. pp. 69 £. 



Chapter XXIII 

THE EPISTLE TO THE PHILIPPIANS 


Phujppi, the first city in Europe in which Paul laboured, was at that time a 
highly strategic spot for a Christian centre. Originally a smaH and unimpor- 
tant village called Krenides, it had been taken by Philip of Macedon in the 
middle of the fourth century and made an important outpost on the Thracian 
frontier. Here the conspirators Brutus and Cassius had suffered defeat at the 
hands of Antony and Octavian. The city had afterward grown by leaps and 
bounds until finally, probably shordy after his victory at Actium, Augustus 
made it a Roman colony, Colonia Julia Augusta PhiUppensis, and bestowed 
upon it the prized “Italic right,” whereby its inhabitants shared the same 
rights and privileges enjoyed by cidzens of Italy itself. Its rich silver and 
gold mines, which had been prized by the Phoenicians and developed by 
Philip, continued to make its importance secure. Its situation — ^“the almost 
continuous mountain barrier between the East and West is here depressed so 
as to form a gateway for the thoroughfare of the two continents”^ — assured 
it of constant travel and commerce. The Egnatian way linked it with Rome. 

Here in this city Paul founded a church on the so-c^ed second missionary 
journey. Although imprisoned and subjected to other indignities at that 
time, and later made uncomfortable by his Jewish enemies, he appears to 
have had real affection for this church. This letter is the most personal and 
spontaneous of all that we have from his pen. It evidences an affectionate 
relationship undisturbed by the clashes and disputes so common in his other 
letters. Contrary to his usual custom of independence he had allowed them 
to aid him financially, convinced, apparently, that his readiness to accept 
their gifts wotdd not be misinterpreted. At least twice they had aided him 
in the near-by city of Thessalonica;^ apparently this aid had also reached 
him in Corinth.^ Now after several years he is in prison, but his friends have 
not forgotten him. Through their fellow member Epaphroditus a token of 
their continued love has shortly come: 

But I rejoice in the Lord gready, that now at length ye have revived your 
thought for me; wherein ye did indeed take thought, but ye lacked opportunity,^ 

During his stay Epaphroditus had fallen ill, but had now recovered. He was 

^ J. B. lightfoot. Saint Patd*s Epistle to the Philippians, 8th ed,, p. 48. 

•Phil. 4:15 f. 

•n Cor. 1119. 

•Phil, 4:10. 
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anxious, however, to return, for his friends at home had learned of his sick- 
ness® and were worrying about him. Paul sends him home, and with him this 
letter. No theological questions are discussed; no difficulties setded. It is 
simply an expression of his love to the church, made possible by the return 
of a messenger. There are but few quotations from the Old Testament — 
they are unnecessary, for there are no moot points to be buttressed—no subtle 
reasonings or involved arguments. He thanks them for their gift, not because 
of its value alone, but because of their love which had prompted it; then he 
relieves their anxiety about him. He is in bonds; the situation is depressing. 
A weary desire to be free from the hindrances which his enemies are so tire- 
less in putting in his path is his; yet this expression of love and confidence 
from his friends in Macedonia so touches him that as he writes them his joy 
appears in every line. Here at least is one place where his labour has borne 
fruit. The old commentator Bengel has truly said: Summa epistolae: gaudeo, 
gaudete — ^“the sum and substance of the letter is expressed by the words, I 
rejoice; rejoice ye I” 

Following the salutation and peculiarly intimate greeting (i:i-ii) he tells 
them of his situation and of his hope soon to be with them, though, if he 
were to have a free choice between life and death, he would prefer to be 
with Christ (1:12-26). With a skilful turn he exhorts them to humility, un- 
dismayed by the opposition of their enemies whose very plottings give them 
the chance to suffer in behalf of Christ (1:17-30). Remember him. Though 
he had everything in his power, willingly he had relinquished them; unlike 
Adam, in that he did not put forth his hand to seize equality with God, he 
had humbled himself and in consequence had been highly exalted (2:1-11). 
With such an example they in Philippi will “do all things without mur- 
murings and questionings” (2:12-18). Then he announces the coming of 
Timothy whom he hopes soon to send, the hope of his own visit, and the 
return of Epaphroditus (2:19-30). Here he might have ended with the word, 
“Finally, my brethren, rejoice in the Lord” (3:1), but instead resumes his 
word of exhortation. It is in the form of a sharp warning against their Jewish 
enemies whom he stigmatizes the “concision,” that is, those whose circum- 
cision is simply of the flesh, not of the heart, since they are opposing God by 
hindering his plans for gentile salvation. Certainly these folk are not to be 
seen as judaizers, but as Jews whom Paul fears may succeed in seducing his 
converts into practices which will nullify their new freedom. The Philippians 
are not to be deluded; to their untutored gentile eyes the proffered gifts may 
seem attractive. They are to remember Paul’s own experience. He had all 
these things — and had them as no gentile could ever hope to— he knew them 
at first hand; yet though in the eyes of men he might well have boasted, he 
appraised them at their real value, and counted them as less than nothing, 
*PiiiL 2:25-28. 
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as a distinct loss, and had gladly relinquished them. His converts are to 
follow his example, and to be on their guard lest their prize be filched: 

For our citizenship is in heaven; whence also we wait for a Saviour, the Lord 
Jesus Christ: who shall fashion anew the body of our humiliation, that it may be 
conformed to the body of his glory, according to the working whereby he is able 
even to subject all things unto himself. 

With such a citizenship before them, they will not be foolish enough to prize 
entrance to the Jewish race; with such a refashioning of their bodies prom- 
ised, they will not get themselves mutilated at the hands of men: 

Wherefore, my brethren, beloved and longed for, my joy and crown, so stand 
fast in the Lord, my beloved.® 

Then he refers to a squabble between Euodia and Syntyche, about which 
we have no other information, and urges the other Christians, including the 
enigmatic “true yokefellow,”'^ to aid them to reconciliation (4:2 f.). Then 
with a word of encouragement he again appears about to end the letter 
(4:4-7), only to break off again to thank them for their gift. Then with an 
appropriate benediction and brief mention of greetings he closes (4:10-23). 

The intimate and unstudied touch is seen in the difficulty he finds in actu- 
ally ending the letter. Again and again he tries, but always another word 
must be said, another postscript added. The letter presents Paul in a quite 
different aspect from that in such letters as Galatians or II Corinthians. It is 
the same Paul, but he is in a different temper. The trouble in Corinth pro- 
vokes his bitterest sarcasm and scalding rebukes. In his excitement at the 
inroad in Galatia words dripping with gall flow from his pen (especially 
Gal. 5:12). The attitude of dhie Philippians evokes a different Paul. Of his 
enemies “some indeed preach Christ even of envy and strife. . . . What 
then only that in every way, whether in pretence or in truth, Christ is pro- 
claimed; and therein I rejoice, yea, and will rejoice.”® Wc would be the 
poorer if these words had been lost. 

Most interpreters of the letter are convinced that Rome is the place from 
which Paul is writing. The only problem, they feel, is in what part of this 
term of imprisonment it is to be dated. That he was a prisoner is clear. In 
addition to the explicit mention of his bonds® the whole tone of the letter 
makes this certain. The greeting— -“All the saints salute you, especially they 
that are of Caesar’s housAold”^® — ^and the debatable reference to the “whole 
praetorian guard^^ arc appropriate in a letter from Rome, but they are not so 

•Phil. 3:2-4:!. 

^ Perhaps this is not an ejnthet^ but a proper naiae — Synzygus. 

•Phil 1:15-18. 

•Pha. 1:7,12 

"Phil. 4^2, 

“PhU. 1:13. 



THE EPISTLE TO THE PHILIPPIANS 


279 

conclusive as has often been argued. Certainly “Caesar s household” does not 
mean Nero’s Roman palace. It has often been argued that such a term is 
easily understandable for Caesarea, the capital city of an imperial province, 
where the retinue of Caesar’s procurator engaged in managing the res fa- 
miliaris would without violence be so designated. Furthermore, if the words 
are rightly translated “praetorian guard” there is no reason to deny that a 
detachment of soldiery in Caesarea might be so referred to. Yet it is quite 
possible that “praetorium” is the correct translation and that it refers to the 
residence of the governor.^^ On the other hand, the reference to Paul’s hope 
for speedy release and his plan to visit them^^ can only with violence be seen 
as coining from Caesarea, for at that time his eyes were fixed on the west; 
he had finished his work in Philippi; and, if the Acts account can be trusted, 
he had probably already “appealed to Caesar” which would automatically 
have ensured his voyage to Rome. Nor do the words imply that his visit 
will be delayed for many years. Thus it has been assumed that the letter was 
written in Rome, and that in the interim he had decided to give up his con- 
templated trip to Spain and to return to the scene of his earlier labours. 

But if, as has been argued in Chapter 22, we accept the probability of an 
imprisonment in Ephesus, the question arises as to whether or not the epistle 
might emanate from that city. To be sure, Asia was a senatorial, not an im- 
perial, province; yet the evidence would seem to justify the view that even 
in such a province, governed as it was by a proconsul who was responsible 
to the Senate, there was regularly an officer of the emperor in charge of those 
properties and incomes which were vested in the emperor. Thus it is not 
impossible that the references to the “household of Caesar” and to the “whole 
praetorian guard (.?)” arc to be understood as applying to this Ephesian offi- 
cer and his retinue. 

At any rate, there are three definite reasons for favouring Ephesus beyond 
Rome as the place of the writing. First, reference to his anticipated visit to 
Philippi is at once intelligible, and without the assumption of a change of 
plans or the subterfuge that it is only a remote possibility perhaps to be 
realized in after-years. In the second place, the distance between Rome and 
Philippi was far greater and more difficult to traverse than that between 
Ephesus and Philippi. Two long trips by foot, each of nearly four hundred 
miles with a two-day crossing from Bnmdisium certainly involved a deal 
more than one from Ephesus via Troas, easily made in less than two weeks, 
and with the greater part accomplished by boat Nor is this point to be 
minimized, for before the writing of the letter two round trips have been 
made: word has gone (directly or indirectly) from Paul to Philippi; Epa- 
phroditus has been sent. Word of his illness has reached Philippi, and Paul 

**C£. Matt 27:27; Mark 15:16; John 18:28,33; 19:9; Acts 23:35. In these references all save 
the last refer clearly to Pilatc*s Jcni^cm residence; the last to that in Ca e sa r ea. 

“Phil. 2:24 and (more doubtfully) lay. 
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has learned that they have been disquieted by the news. Not only that, but 
Paul expects soon to send Timothy on the same journey and after his return 
to go himself. Of course, such a wholesale order is not impossible, but it 
appears to me that the difficulty of this stupendous amount of travel has often 
been overlooked. And finally, the mention of the gifts the Philippians had 
sent previously appears more natural if the interval had been comparatively 
short and not from seven to ten years, as would be the case if the letter is to 
be dated from Rome. Perhaps Timothy’s intended visit should also be men- 
tioned. It is tempting, in view of these other reasons favouring Ephesus, to 
wonder if this prospective visit of Timothy’s is not the same as that referred 
to in I Cor. 4:17; 16:10 £ and Acts 19:22. If this be admitted, we would 
naturally date the letter as earlier than I Corinthians, for in this latter writing 
Timothy has already started. Thus a date late in 53 or early in 54 ajj. would 
appear to me probable. Nor is there anything in the letter which demands a 
later date. Attempts to view all of the letters of the imprisonment as late 
because of a more advanced type of thought appears to me to have been 
distinctly overstressed. Certainly in the case of Philippians to try to see such 
development is to follow an ignis fatuuSy while to argue that its tone- 
smiling through tears — ^is explainable only on the basis that Paul is now 
looking backward over his long career and with folded hands is contem- 
plating the end and hence is at Rome is quite unwarrantable. In Asia, too — 
that is, in Ephesus— he has despaired of life. A Roman prison was not the 
only place that might have produced in Paul a feeling of uncertainty and 
solemnity. But even this can be exaggerated, for after all in this very episde 
he says he hopes soon to be with them again! Thus, while these various 
points by no means amount to a mathematical demonstration, they do appear 
to me distinedy to favour Ephesus, and to suggest the likelihood that, far 
from being the last of the (genuine) Pauline letters, written just before he 
met his death in Rome, it is to be classed as one of the earlier episdes that 
have been preserved and antedated only by I Thessalonians and the “previous 
letter” to Corinth. 

In former years arguments against the authenticity of Philippians were 
occasionally raised, principally by the Tubingen scholars and their disciples. 
Their chief objection was the absence of that distinedy Pauline polemic 
without which no letter could be genuine. That criterion has long since been 
seen to be faulty. So far as style and language are concerned, no letter can 
make a stronger claim to be from Paul. Furthermore, the view was occa- 
sionally expressed that there were distinct anachronisms in die letter. Most 
of these objections were trivial and perverse; for example, that in 4:3 the 
Clement referred to was the shadowy Clement of Rome or that by the word, 
“true yokefellow,” Peter is meant, and hence that this letter, like II Peter, 
evidences the later attempt to bring these two erstwhile opponents into har- 
mony. The mention of “bishops and deacons” (1:1) is somewhat different 
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Neither of these terms is otherwise used as a title for an ojficial in any of 
the Pauline letters (although the latter term occurs occasionally in the sense 
of servant), nor is this reference to officials paralleled in the address of any of 
the other letters. If the words are to be understood in the later ecclesiastical 
sense, they can scarcely be genuine. Perhaps, however, they are to be under- 
stood loosely, much in the sense of I Thes. 5:12 — ^“those who are over you.’’ 
Interpreters of the epistle have often referred to the possibility that this im- 
paralleled reference to such is due to the fact that they had been instrumental 
in collecting the gift for Paul. But even if this explanation be unsatisfactory — 
and at best the words are suspicious — ^it is surely wiser to consider them an 
early gloss than by retaining them to throw doubt on the letter as a whole. 
Nor is there any reason to doubt the genuineness of 2:6-11, although Paul 
might conceivably have been somewhat perplexed about his ‘‘doctrine of 
kenosis,” of which modern scholars speak so confidently. The claim that 
this passage gives a different conception of pre&tistence than do I Cor. 
15:45-49 and Rom. 8:3 appears to me at best insecure. It is to be observed 
that the “heavenly man” spoken of in I Cor. 15 is not the preexistent Christ 
but the risen and glorified Christ. Furthermore, it appears to me that the 
passage in Philippians is contained in essence in 11 Cor, 8:9. Nor does the 
recent speculation about the original Urmensch in the so-called syncretistic 
religions cast any real light. Underlying our passage is rather to be seen the 
genuinely Pauline contrast between the first man, Adam, and the last man, 
Christ. Adam had sought for equality and stretched out his hand for the 
fruit. Jesus, far from striving to grasp this equality (cf. verse 6), had vol- 
untarily humbled himself. Thus there would appear to be nothing un-Pauline 
in the passage, and it is quite unnecessary to assume (with Porter) that 
Paul is here making use of an earlier conception with litde or no adaptation. 

Nor are the arguments against the integrity of the episde any more im- 
pressive. It has occasionally been claimed that we have two letters, 1:1-3:! 
and 3 .*2-4 .-23. Holtzmann remarks poetically that “the rush of all the tides 
of criticism upon this passage raises the suspicion of a hidden rock.” The 
“finally, my brethren” might suggest that he was drawing to a close, but 
throughout the letter the style is distinctly conversational and unstudied. 
The words, “to write the same things to you, to me indeed is not irksome, 
but for you it is safe,”^® probably do indicate that he had written them 
previously. But the assumption that the reference in Polycarp’s epistle to the 
Philippians^® to the letters which Paul had written to them evidences the 
fact that in his day two letters circulated and were later combined to form 
oxir canonical epistle is quite unwarranted. There is litde reason to doubt 
that several letters of Paid have disappeared. What more natural than that 

^ F. C. Porter, The Mind of Christ in Paulf pp. 204-228. 

“Plul. 3:2. 

Phd. 3:2. 
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one or more to Philippi are among that number? Nor is the contrast in tone 
between Paul’s treatment of those who “preach Christ even of envy and 
strife” (1:15-18) and those whom he stigmatizes “dogs, evil workers, and 
concision” (3:2 if.) such as to suggest that they originally stood in different 
letters. The two groups are certainly different, and if the interpretation of 
the latter which has been adopted in the earlier part of this chapter is correct, 
the constant dread which Paul had that his gentile converts might yield to 
the proffered fleshpots of Judaism may well have led him to the sharper 
(certainly not un-Pauline) attack. 

All in all, this little letter to his friends whose conversion marked the “be- 
ginning of the gospel” — at least in Europe — appears not only fully entitled 
to be considered genuine and in the form in which it left the hands of the 
aposde’s scribe, but as one of the finest possessions preserved from antiquity. 



Chapter XXIV 


A PRELIMINARY SURVEY OF COLOSSIANS, EPHESIANS, 
AND PHILEMON 

The place and date of composition of these three letters can best be dis- 
cussed together. No careful reading and comparison of Colossians and 
Ephesians can fail to reveal their remarkable similarity. Outline, structure, 
phraseology — all are practically identical. If both are considered from the 
pen of Paul, there can be no reasonable doubt that they were written at 
the same time. In both Paul appears as a prisoner.^ Both letters are to be 
delivered by the same messenger, Tychicus, the description of whom is 
couched in identical terms : 


Col. 4:7,8 — ^All my affairs shall 
Tychicus make known to you, the be- 
loved brother and faithful minister and 
fellow-servant in the Lord: whom I 
have sent unto you for this very pur- 
pose, that ye may know our state, and 
that he may comfort your hearts. 


Eph. 6:21,22 — ^But that ye also may 
know my affairs, how I do, Tychicus, 
the beloved brother and faithful minis- 
ter in the Lord, shall make known to 
you all things: whom I have sent imto 
you for this very purpose, that ye may 
know our state, and that he may com- 
fort your hearts. 


To be sure, in Colossians Onesimus, the returning slave of Philemon, is 
mentioned as co-bearer with Tychicus of the letter. He is not mentioned 
in Ephesians. This is of no consequence, however, since Onesimus would 
naturally leave Tychicus at Colosse, the home of Philemon, while Tychicus 
would continue with the letter we call Ephesians, which latter writing, if 
actually from Paul’s pen, must be regarded not as a letter to Ephesus but 
as a circular letter intended for several churches in different communities. 
This would further account for the presence of the personal greetings in 
Colossians (4:10-17) and their absence in Ephesians. 

No less certainly must Philemon be seen as intimately coimected with 
Colossians. The litde note is to be carried with Onesimus, who in turn, 
as has been already remarked, is associated with Tychicus as the bearer of 
Colossians.^ In Philemon, as in Colossians, ‘Timothy our brother” is as- 
sociated with Paul as writer, while in both of the letters the same ffiends 


^Cf. Col. 4:3,18; Eph. 3:1; 6:19 £. 

•CoL 4:9. 
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send their greetings — Aristarchus, Mark, Epaphras, Luke, and Demas ® 
Archippus is saluted in both the letters.”* Other similarities between Colos- 
si ans and Ephesians will appear later in the discussion of the authenticity 
of the latter; these, however, are quite sufficient to establish the fact that all 
three, if genuine, were not only written at the same time, but sent by the 
same messengers. 

To the questions, when? and from where? the usual answer is from 
Rome, during the two years’ imprisonment mentioned in the closing words 
in Acts. Occasional voices have been raised in favour of Caesarea, but the 
points which were formerly stressed in favour of the Palestinian port are 
discounted today. The explanation that since Colosse lay on the road between 
Caesarea and Ephesus naturally Onesimus would not be mentioned in the 
letter to Ephesus is completely quashed by the fact that Ephesians cannot 
be regarded as addressed to Ephesus. Nor is the argument valid that they 
cannot come from Rome, since in 60 aj>., according to Tacitus,® an earth- 
quake demolished the near-by city of Laodicea, and yet no mention of this 
catastrophe is made in Colossians.® Even if this date for the earthquake be 
accepted (Eusebius'^ dates it four years later and includes Colosse and Hier- 
apohs), this would not preclude Rome, since according to the more prob- 
able chronology Paul arrived in that city in 58 a.d. On the one hand, the 
request that Philemon prepare the guest chamber for Paul® has seemed 
to most aitics— precisely as did the hope of soon visiting Philippi — definitely 
to exclude Cassarea from consideration as the place of writing for any of 
these letters. But is this request much more natural if Paul is in Rome? 
Not only was he then planning to go to the west — and there is no reason 
to assume that his imprisonment (no new thing that!) had caused him to 
weaken— but the request for the guest chamber in far-away Colosse does 
seem a bit unnatural and premature. Furthermore, while litde can be said 
with confidence about the probable place of refuge of the runaway Ones- 
imus, it is perhaps unlikely that he had accomplished the twelve-hundred- 
mile flight to Rome, and even if he had, that he would have ventured to 
come to Paul, under official surveillance as the latter was. The argument 
that the theology of Colossians-Ephesians evidences an advance beyond the 
other letters so great as to be intelligible only if coming from a distinedy 
later date — Whence from Rome— appears to me far less impressive than the 
usual statements would suggest, and may be reserved for examination until 
a later page. Furthermore, the similar conclusion from the fact that Paul 

* Col. 4:10-14; Philm. 29. The only diflerence Is that Jesus Justus sends greetings in Col. but 
not in Philm. 

*Col. 4:17; Philm. 2. 

^Annal. xiv,27. 

•rf also Col. 4:13. 

Chronicon Olymp. ccx {Grieck, Christl, Schrift., Vol. 24, p. 183 — In Asia ires urbes terra 
motu concideruntt Laodicia Hierapolis Ctdossa. 

* Philm. 22. 
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refers to himself by a word® usually translated “the aged** is quite un- 
warranted. Not only do we know far too little of Paul*s chronology to de- 
cide at precisely what period Paul could refer to himself as an old man, 
but there is a very real probabiHty that the word should, as the Greek al- 
lows, instead be translated “ambassador.** Not only does this meaning fit 
the context better, but it would appear to be a conception of himself 
which he elsewhere had expressed.^® In short, the evidence for Rome is dis- 
tinctly weak. For Ephesus, however, the matter is quite different. What more 
natural than that Paul should have hoped to visit the near-by city of Colosse 
before he left Ephesus for his final visit to Macedonia and Corinth? The 
request for lodging would from there — ^it was not a tenth of the distance — ^be 
as natural as from Rome artificial. And for Onesimus the trip to Ephesus 
would surely have been easier to accomplish than to Rome. 

If one is inclined to hazard a guess as to what brought Paul and Ones- 
imus together, that of Deissmann lies near at hand. It was not that the 
still free Onesimus had ventured to approach Paul, but that he had himself 
been arrested in Ephesus and had thus met Paul as a fellow prisoner, who 
not only converted him but perhaps became a surety for him to the prison 
authorities to enable him to return home.^^ Finally, the presence of the six 
companions who send greetings to Colosse would also appear as evidence, 
slight though it is, for Ephesus rather than for Rome, for there is no direct 
evidence that any one of them — ^not to mention them all — ^accompanied Paul 
on his voyage to Rome. After all, he was going as a prisoner at Roman ex- 
pense. His entourage was presumably not large! Thus, as in the case of 
Philippians, while the evidence can scarcely be said to be conclusive, it 
would appear to me to favour Ephesus as the place from which these three 
letters (assuming for the moment that Ephesians is genuine) were written, 
and perhaps during the latter part of the stay in that city, some months 
later than Philippians and I Corinthians, that is, in the summer of 54 ajj. 

® — Philm. 9. 

II Cor. 5:2c; c£. also Eph. 6:20. 

“ Deissmann, St. Paul, p. 18. 



Chapter XXV 

THE EPISTLE TO PHILEMON 


This delightful litde note is addressed to Philemon and is the only letter 
addressed to an individual ^vhich we have preserved from Paul’s pen. With 
Philemon Apphia and Archippus are also greeted. As early as Theodore of 
Mopsuestia these latter were identified as Philemon’s wife and son. While 
this is, of course, not improbable, it is sheer surmise. The occasion of the 
letter is perfeedy plain. Onesimus, Philemon’s slave, had run away, prob- 
ably with money from his master: 

But if he hath wronged thee at all, or oweth thee aught, put that to mine 
account; I Paul write it with mine own hand, I will repay it.^ 

He has come into contact with Paul and has become a Christian. A mutual 
affection has sprung up; none the less, Paul insists that he return to his 
master. He is sending Tychicus with a letter to Colosse. He sends Onesimus 
with him, joins his name with that of Tychicus, perhaps as a tactful ex- 
pression of his newborn confidence in the slave, and at the same time writes 
the personal letter to Philemon to urge the latter to forgive his runaway 
slave and to restore him to his confidence, now that he has become a new 
man. The delightful litde pun — even Jove occasionally smiles — on the mean- 
ing of Onesimus’ namc^ should not be overlooked. Formerly in spite of his 
name — “the useful or profitable one” — he had been quite the reverse; “now 
[he] is profitable to thee and to me.” The playful Htdc thrust that Phile- 
mon is to treat Onesimus “no longer as a slave, but more than a slave, a 
brother beloved,” is surely not to be pushed to mean a bid for his emanci- 
pation. Neither here nor elsewhere does Paul argue for or against slavery. 
On the contrary, he assumes it as a matter of course.® 

That Philemon was an inhabitant of Colosse is evident from CoL 4:9, 
where his slave, Onesimus, is referred to as “one of you,” that is, a Colos- 
sian. Although Paul had never been in Colosse,^ Philemon owed his con- 
version to him personally (v. 19) . The natural assumption is that Philemon 
had met Paul in Ephesus, during the latter’s stay in that city. As we have 

"■Philm. 15^,18. 

•Philin. ii; c£. the similar pun in verse 20. 

■ C£. especially I Cor. 7:21-24. For a fuller statement of Paul’s attitude, sec my Ethics of Paul, 
pp. 205-2x0. 

* See p. 289. 
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seen, Paul is on intimate enough terms with him to bid him get the guest- 
chamber ready. 

Rarely has the authenticity of this beautiful little letter been challenged 
save by the Tubingen school and the Dutch Radicals. Few unbiased critics 
will disagree with that master of style, Renan: 

Few pages have an accent of sincerity so pronounced. Paul alone could have 
written this litde masterpiece. 

To view it as an attempt by a later writer to settle the question of slavery 
or to consider it modelled after the famous letter of the younger Pliny to 
Sabinianus is quite absurd. If any letter of those we possess is Pauline, 
surely Philemon is one of them. 

Appended notes: i. Although there is no reason to assume any literary 
dependence by either writer, the letter of Pliny, already referred to, is not 
without interest to the reader of Philemon, not only as offering a distinct 
parallel, but as tending to correct the view that slave-baiting was the uni- 
versal practice of Greeks and Romans. 

Your freedman, with whom you had told me you were vexed, came to me and 
throwing himself down before me dung to my feet, as if they had been yours. He 
was profuse in his tears and his entreaties; he was profuse also in his silence. In 
short, he convinced me of his penitence. I bdieve that he is indeed a reformed 
character, because he feds that he has done wrong. You are angry, I know; and 
you have reason to be angry, this also I know; but mercy wins the highest praise 
just when there is the most righteous cause for anger. You loved the man, and, 
I hope, will continue to love him. Meanwhile it is enough, that you should allow 
yourself to yidd to his prayers. You may be angry again, if he deserves it; and in 
this you will be the more readily pardoned if you yidd now. Concede something 
to his youth, something to his tears, something to your own indulgent disposition. 
Do not torture him, lest you torture yoursdf at the same time. For it is torture 
to you, when one of your gentle temper is angry. I am afraid lest I should appear 
not to ask but to compd, if I should add my prayers to his. Yet I will add them 
the more fully and unreservedly, because I scolded the man himself with sharpness 
and severity; for I threatened him straidy that I would never ask you again. This 
I said to him, for it was necessary to alarm him; but I do not use the same lan- 
guage to you. For perchance, I shall ask again, and shall be successful again; only 
let my request be such, as it becomes me to prefer and you to grant. Farewell. — 
Ep, ix,2i. 

2. A new and distinctly different view of the letter is maintained by John 
Knox, PhUemon among the Letters of Pauly 1935. The letter is far more 
than a note asking the owner of Onesimus to treat kindly the returned run- 
away slave. Paul’s purpose is to urge the owner to give him (Patil) this 
slave in whom he has seen much promise. Actually it is not Philemon, but 
Archippus of Colosse who is the master. Philemon is overseer of the Chris- 
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tian churches of the Lycus valley and resides in Laodicea. He is to exert 
his influence upon Archippus, Thus this little letter which is delivered first 
to Philemon for his perusal is the much debated “letter from Laodicea” 
(Col. 4:16). Apparently Paul’s request was granted. Onesimus fulfils Paul’s 
hopes and becomes a Christian leader. He is in later years the bishop of 
Ephesus to whom Ignatius, while en route to Rome to martyrdom, devotes 
a large part of his letter to the Ephesians. It was Onesimus, furthermore, 
who, after gathering those letters of Paul known to him, penned Ephesians 
to provide an adequate introductory episde (see below, p. 298). He in- 
cluded this little letter which, despite the fact that it was to seem so insig- 
nificant to later Christians, had had so great a significance for him per- 
sonally. 



Chapter XXVI 

THE EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS 


CoLossE was a little second-rate town in Phrygia on the south bank of the 
Lycus River, a tributary of the Meander near the mouth of which latter 
lay Miletus. The great city of Ephesus was a litde more than a hundred 
miles to the west. Ten miles west of Colosse on the Lycus was Laodicea, 
founded by Antiochus the Great and named by him in honour of his 
wife Laodicc; three miles due north of Laodicea lay Hierapolis, whose 
famed healing baths were frequented by hosts of pilgrims. These three 
neighbouring cities — Colosse had declined in importance and was now over- 
shadowed by the others — ^were closely associated by the bonds of trade. 
Wines, dyestufFs, and wool were the chief exports. 

Paul was not the founder of the church; nor, apparendy, had he ever 
visited it.^ The founder of the church was Epaphras,^ a resident of Colosse, 
who had also worked in Laodicea and Hierapolis. Apparendy he had not 
been as successful in the latter city; at least it is not mendoned in 2:1, nor 
is a letter to that city referred to, as is probably the case for Laodicea.® 
Although there were Jews in aU three cities, the population was of course 
predominandy gentile. The unqualified reference to the former days of the 
Colossian Christians — ^*and you, being dead through your trespasses^ and 
the uncircumcision of your flesh '* — ^would indicate that this church at least 
was exclusively gentile.^ 

Apparendy Epaphras has visited Paul, a prisoner in Ephesus, to report 
the condition of his work. On the whole the report is fevourable: 

For though I am absent in the flesh, yet am I with you in the spirit, joying 
and beholding your order, and the stedfastness of your fedth in Christ;® 

but a part of the report leads Paul to wish to write the community at 
once, before Epaphras himself returns. Furthermore, he desires to send 
Onesimus back to Philemon. Accordingly, Tychicus is dispatched on this 
double errand. 

But to thank the Christians in Colosse for their interest, to reciprocate 
their prayers, and to counsel them to stand firm in righteousness is not by 

’^Cf. Col. 1:4,7,9,23; 2;i. 

•Ccd. 1:7; 4:12 f. 

•Col. 4:16; but cf. pp. 295 f. 

• Col. 2:x3, cf. also i :2X,27. 

•Cbl. 2:5. 
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any manner of means the sole object of the letter. A group — ^for want of 
better name they are usually styled “errorists” — ^have been assailing the 
church at Colosse. Thus the main purpose of the letter is to unmask these 
false teachers and to warn the Christians against them. It is extraordinarily 
difficult to get a clear picture of who these errorists were and what their 
antecedents. All sorts of spcculadons have been advanced, but none are 
particularly convincing. Certainly they were not simply orthodox Jews, 
although the reminder that they (his readers) “were also circumcised with 
a circumcision not made with hands”® and the disparaging remark about 
feast days, new moons, and Sabbaths'^ suggest some connexion. On the 
other hand, the warning against the one who “maketh spoil of you through 
his philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of man, after the rudi- 
ments of the world, and not after Christ, for in him dwelleth all the fulness 
of the Godhead bodily”;® the warning against such useless and perishable 
ordinances as “Handle not, nor taste, nor touch”;® the insistence upon 
purity and the obscure warning against some sort of false humility, a wor- 
ship of angels, and a new entanglement with “the rudiments of the world, 
that is, some sort of cosmic demons — all this suggests that it was some 
variety of queer theosophical speculation having also an ascetic tendency 
and hence, not unnaturally, a consequent laxness of morals. These errorists 
do not seem to have attacked Paul nor to have attempted directly to over- 
throw his teaching. Rather their contention appears to have been that his 
was an incomplete gospel which they could bring to completion. Against 
this contention Paul insists upon the absolute supremacy of Christ and his 
complete adequacy. When this is kept in mind, many of the problems of 
the so-called “higher Christology” of the letter solve themselves. No external 
philosophy, no spirit worship, no ascetic practices are needed to complete the 
gospel. Christ is the all in all; the first-born of all creation, the one in whom 
not alone all things consist but in whom dwelleth all the fulness of the 
Godhead bodily, the one who has brought a complete and unqualified sal- 
vation through despoiling openly and triumphantly all the principalities and 
powers, and the one with whom all Christians are inextricably joined in 
the death to the old and birth to the new. 

The analysis of the letter is simple. First, the salutation and thanksgiv- 
ing for their progress and the prayer for their steadfastness in the service 
of God who has redeemed them through Jesus Christ. This latter prayer, 
which becomes a full and elaborate statement of his exalted place, is per- 
feedy natural as soon as we observe that it is in essence an answer to the 
claims of inadequacy set forth by the errorists (1:1-27). Then follows a 

•Col. 3:11. 

^Col. 3:16. 

•Col, 3:8,9, 

•Col. 3 : 31 . 

"Col. 3:20-33. 
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more explicit attack (but now continued as a direct assault) upon these er- 
rorists and their contentions (2:8-3:4). A brief statement of the true Chris- 
tian ethic, as opposed to the unnecessary man-made ascetic restrictions of 
their would-be teachers, follows. One might call this third section (3:5-4:!) 
the beginning of a handbook of Christian morals, starting as it does with 
general injunctions and principles, and then continuing in the form of 
specific precepts for family life: wives, husbands, parents, children, slaves, 
and masters. With a brief word of advice, a reference to the visit of Tychi- 
cus and Onesimus, greetings from Paul’s friends, including Epaphras, a 
word to Archippus, and the briefest sort of benediction (4:2-18), the 
letter closes. 

The letter has been viewed with suspicion by many critics who did not 
and would not subscribe to the views of the Tubingen school nor to the 
wholesale objection of the Dutch Radicals. The two chief arguments raised 
against its authenticity are (i) the type of errorist attacked, (2) the lofty 
Christology. The first objection, although stressed by the older scholars, has 
today lost much of its cogency. There is litde to connect the errorists vdth 
Gnosticism, that second century heresy about which Irenaeus wrote with 
such painful fulness. As has already been remarked, attempts to classify 
and identify the errorists have not been particularly convincing. Similarities 
with Ncopythagoreanism, v^th Persian, Babylonian, even Indian specula- 
tions have been asserted, but nothing which closely resembles the teaching 
of the great Gnostic figures of the second century is to me apparent. 
Julichcr is apparendy well within the facts when he speaks of this particular 
“Gnosticism” as being “actually older than Christianity.” 

The other objection, the lofty Christology, especially evident in the 
opening prayer (i :9-23), but by no means restricted to that section, is, at 
least at first glance, more weighty. Such designations of Christ as “the first- 
born of all creation” (1:15), the one “through whom and unto whom all 
things have been created” (1:16), “the head of the body, the church (1:18) — 
in the so-called “earlier epistles” Christ is the sum total of Christians: they 
make up his body— -the statement that “in him dwellcth all the fulness of 
the Godhead bodily” (2:9); the striking and unparalleled mention of him 
as having made “peace through the blood of his cross” (lao)— these are not 
found in the other letters, and may frankly be admitted to constitute a 
distinct advance. But it must be remembered that Paul is striving to meet 
the errorists on their own ground. It is Christ, not God, who is being 
threatened. Thus it is perfectly natural to find Paul stressing so elaborately — 
even extravagantly— Christ’s complete adequacy and supremacy. There is 
no need of worshipping angels or other spirits. Such an act is not only 
absurd but outrageous: Christ is Lord of all. Furthermore, Paul’s custom of 
repeating the accusation of his opponents, of couching his own replies in 
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the phraseology of their queries or attacks, is not to be forgotten. It is ex- 
tremely probable that this tendency is to be seen here, and that many of the 
predicates of Christ which appear to us un-Pauline are simply the claims 
of the errorists which Paul has coolly appropriated and predicated for 
Christ. Paul was a past master of that gentle art. Nor is the objection fatal 
that the form in which the ethical admonitions are grouped evidences a 
later date, that, in place of the spontaneous word of advice or rebuke as 
the occasion arose, we have here a later development, the start of systematic 
charts for conduct with specific do’s and don’t’s. Two points are to be 
borne in mind: (i) the specific precepts of the errorists may not unnaturally 
have led Paul to an equally explicit statement; (2) and more important, 
Paul is writing to a church which he had not personally founded nor in- 
structed, but for whom he feels full responsibility. We have no other such 
letter to serve as a criterion of how he acted under such circumstances. 
That the style is difierent from that of Galatians or Romans is obvious. 
The crisp, salty phrasing is gone; long clauses, sentences running ,on in- 
definitely and widi obscurities in meaning, arc frequent; at times the Greek 
is corrupt, occasionally completely unintelligible (cf. 2:18,19). On the other 
hand, the amount of agreement with the other letters is large; the fact 
that the text of the letter is in a very bad state of preservation and the 
possibility that in writing to a group which he did not know personally he 
found himself cramped and sought (vainly) a more literary style are not 
to be overlooked. 

These various considerations appear to me to outweigh the arguments 
against its authenticity and to render unnecessary the hypothesis that in its 
present form long interpolations, especially in the first two chapters, are to 
be seen. The most thoroughgoing of such attempts was that by H. J. Holtz- 
mann, who regarded Colossians of distinctly composite nature: at its core 
lay a genuine Pauline epistle which had served as the model for the non- 
Pauline Ephesians, and then had been revamped and increased by large 
interpolations from that later letter. But this and the other hypotheses ap- 
pear more complicated and improbable than the one they seek to replace. 

Unlike Ephesians, there is no sure reference to Colossians in the Apos- 
tolic Fathers. Marcion made use of it. Earlier than him we have no men- 
tion of it. Probably Justin Martyr refers to it; Irenacus surely made use of 
it. It is found in the so-called Muratorian canon. That is, from the middle 
of the second century it regularly appears as one of the “Pauline body.” 
Its probable date and place of composition have been considered in an 
earlier chapter. 



Chapter XXVII 

THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS 


As THIS letter stands it is addressed to Ephesus. This was the city in which 
Paul had spent between two and three years on the so-called third missionary 
journey, that is, 52-54 aj>. Here he had worked with vigour and result, al- 
though exposed to opposition and danger. Finally, in the late summer or 
early fall of 54 — Acts makes his departure shortly after the riot of the silver- 
smiths — ^he left the city for Macedonia and Corinth. As was observed on an 
earlier page, Romans 16 with its long list of greetings, evidencing a wide 
acquaintance in that city, is probably to be regarded as a letter to Ephesus. 
At the end of the century it was still a flourishing Christian centre, as is seen 
by the favourable reference to it in Rev. 2:1-7. We can be very certain that 
Paul was not only well informed about the city and its problems, but stood 
on intimate terms with the Christian group which he had established and 
with which he had worked. Certainly if the story told in Acts of his touch- 
ing farewell with the Ephesian elders who had come to Miletus to 
bid him Godspeed on his journey to Rome be accepted, tics of genuine 
affection bound him to his Ephesian converts, or at least to their 
leaders. 

With this picture of Paul’s relationship to Ephesus in mind “Ephesians” 
can scarcely be read without astonishment. In no sense — save perhaps in 
barest form — ^is it a letter. A brief and colourless salutation, no personal para- 
graph of thanksgiving for these particular readers — ^in its place a long and 
impassioned paean of praise to God for his choice of his people — no personal 
greetings at the end: there is scarcely a personal touch in the whole letter, 
Paul had never visited Colosse, yet diat letter is comparatively warm, with 
personal touches and greetings; yet this other purely impersonal episde 
— for it is more that than a letter — purports to be addressed to a city in 
which he had laboured long. Nor can it be said that perhaps the letter 
antedates the Ephesian ministry. Its relationship with Colossians and 
Philemon definitely forbids. Certainly the writing strikes one as being 
appropriate for any group of Christians, particularly for those whom 
Paul had never known personally. Julichcr’s description of it is well within 
the facts: 

It is more of a sermon than of a letter — a sermon on the greatness of that Gospel 
which is able to bridge over all the old contradictions in humanity, and on the 
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grandeur of that one Church of Christ by which salvation is made sure, and on 
the precepts by which the members of this church ought to regulate their lives.^ 

Perhaps it is not misleading to call it a comprehensive outline of the Chris- 
tian gospel. 

Following the briefest sort of salutation, “Paul” gives an impassioned praise 
to God who has graciously chosen his people “before the foundation of the 
world,” has revealed to them the mystery of his will, and sealed them with 
his spirit. Among these fortunates stand his readers (1:1-23). Then he con- 
trasts their former state — ^“dead through . . . trespasses and sins” — ^with the 
present — ^“alivc together with Christ,” saved by grace (2:1-10). All bonds of 
separation are now broken down; no longer are the gentiles excluded-— “ye 
that once were far o£E are made nigh in the blood of Christ.” They are built 
into the household of God, “being built upon the foundation of the aposdes 
and prophets, Christ Jesus himself being the chief corner stone” (2:11-22). 
To proclaim this glad news of reconciliation and union — ^the unsearchable 
riches of Christ— has been his glorious task. His present tribulation, far from 
discouraging them, should cause them to increase in the knowledge of the 
love of Christ (3:1-20). Then follows the practical section. They are to 
walk worthily of the divine call which they have received, which demands 
a perfect harmony and unity of spirit — one Lord, one faith, one baptism, 
one God and Father of all, who is over all, and through all, and in all — 
that they may truly be that building of perfect structure, the head of which 
is Christ (4:1-16). Thus no longer can they walk in darkness and vice, but 
in a genuine purity of life and speech (4:17-32). Then, as in Colossians, 
follows a demand for personal holiness, couched in more general terms 
(5:1-21) and concluding with the enumeration of the duties of each member 
of the Christian household — ^wives, husbands, children, fathers, slaves, and 
masters (5^22-6:9). To this section the entreaty to put on the complete 
Christian armour for battle against the wiles of the devil stands as a con- 
clusion (6:10-20). Then with a reference to Tychicus and a petition for 
peace “for the brethren” and grace for “all them that love our Lord Jesus 
Christ with a love incorruptible” the cpisde closes (6:21-24). 

Many problems raised by the episde are baflhng; one thing, however, is 
indisputable. If the cpisde is actually from the pen of Paul, it was not ad- 
dressed to Ephesus. The whole tone of the writing forbids, while several 
passages afford certain proof: 

For this cause I also, having heard, of the hiith in the Lord Jesus which is among 
you, and the love which ye show toward all the saints, cease not to give thanks for 
you . . . (1:15,16); 

For this cause I Paul, the prisoner of Christ Jesus in behalf of you gentiles , — ij 
so be that ye have heard of the dispensation of that grace of God which was given 
BibU Vol. I, cd. 866. 
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me to yoU'Ward; how that by revelation was made known unto me the mystery, 
as I wrote before in few words, whereby, when ye read, ye can perceive my under- 
standing in the mystery of Christ . . . (3:1-4); 

But ye did not so learn Christ; if so be that ye heard him, and were taught in 
him, even as truth is in Jesus . . , (4:20,21). 

Thus i£ the words at Ephesus in i :i are an original part o£ the writing, we 
have a document not from Paul but from a later writer who failed utterly 
in impersonating Paul to a familiar group of friends. 

But these words cannot be defended on critical grounds. The two oldest 
manuscripts of the New Testament, the Chester Beatty papyrus, and the 
most trustworthy of the later minuscules^ omit them, while several of the 
Fathers— Origen, Basil, and Jerome — ^testify to their absence. Marcion cannot 
have known them, for in his canon he calls it the “epistle to the Laodiccans,” 
and is severely taken to task for it by Tertullian. No convincing reason for 
the deletion of these words has ever been given, although many half-hearted 
suggestions have been made. 

Archbishop Ussher, adopting the earlier suggestion of Beza, sought to 
get around the critical difficulties by assuming that it was a circular letter, 
addressed not to Ephesus (at least not exclusively) but to several churches. 
Thus in place of the words at Ephesus he conjectured that a space was left, 
and that the bearer of the letter in reading it to the various churches supplied 
extempore, the appropriate designation. “At Ephesus” was a later conjecture 
to fill in the intolerable gap. This hypothesis has been widely adopted al- 
though with occasional modifications. Yet it fairly bristles with difficulties. 
There is no evidence that circular letters were ever written with gaps; all 
the examples we have are couched in quite different terms. As previously re- 
marked, Marcion referred to the letter as “to Laodicea.” In connexion with 
this Col. 4:16 has been considered significant: 

And when this epistle hath been read among you, cause that it be read also in 
the church of the Laodiceans; and that ye also read the epistle from Laodicea, 

Was Marcion correct? Was the letter originally written to Laodicea, but 
later, perhaps because of the unfortunate collapse of that church (Rev. 3:14- 
22), the emendation was made, both to remove the mention of Laodicea and 
to provide Ephesus with a letter from its great apostle? But if it was ad- 
dressed to Laodicea, its impersonal tone (in contrast with Colossians which 
was addressed to another church which stood in precisely the same relation 
to Paul)® and the absence of a greeting from Epaphras who had laboured 
there^ are to say the least surprising. If, on the contrary, it was not addressed 
specifically to Laodicea, but was a circular letter for the whole district, and 

* B 1739 424 (= 67**) JP", For their significance see Chapter 46. 

“Cf. Col. 2:1. 

^Col. 4:13. 
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Paul is here telling his Colossian readers that they can obtain (a copy of?) 
it *‘from (be) Laodicea,” the query is surely pertinent: why would it be 
necessary to send to Laodicea for it? Would not Tychicus have brought 
both letters to Colosse when he himself came? That at the same time Paul 
wrote ColoSisians he wrote another letter to Laodicea which has not been 
preserved would seem far more probable than that our “Ephesians” is a 
letter either to Laodicea or from Laodicea. The reason for Marcion’s identi- 
fication of the letter may be reserved for the moment. 

One thing is clear, if Ephesians is considered genuine, it must be regarded 
as an epistle written not for one church, but for several and at the same 
time as Colossians. As has been pointed out, the situation presented in both 
is precisely the same. Tychicus is the bearer. The outlines of the two letters 
are identical; the verbal coincidences are striking, even in passages where 
the exact wording is immaterial. The manual of Christian ethics is essen- 
tially the same. In short, Ephesians appears to be essentially a replica of 
Colossians, omitting the personal and controversial matter applicable to a 
particular church and with certain additions, such as the exhortation to 
cooperation (4:1-16) and the reference to the spiritual panoply (6:10-20).® 
But for whom was the general circular cpisde intended? Colosse would re- 
ceive its own letter; so apparently would its neighbouring Laodicea. But 
this circular letter was so essentially a replica of Colossians and not im- 
probably of the hypothetical “Laodiceans” that it seems unlikely that Paul 
would have felt a general letter (but containing largely the same material) 
to all of these churches necessary, since each was to receive its own and to 
exchange them with the others. On the other hand, this circular letter can 
scarcely have been intended for a locality other than the Lycus River valley, 
since Tychicus was to carry it. Accordingly, the theory of Ephesians as a 
circular letter appears by no means free from dijGEculty. On the other hand, 
no rival hypothesis appears tenable if the letter be considered from the pen 
of Paul. 

But aside from these difficulties there are other weighty reasons for doubt- 
ing that the episdc is actually from Paul. The external evidence is excel- 
lent. Ignatius, Polycarp, and Hermas almost surely, Barnabas very possibly, 
used it. It is extremely possible that it was employed by I Peter. Thus a date 
much below 100 aj ). is highly unlikely. 

The vocabulary of the letter, however, exhibits striking differences from 
that of the other letters. There are thirty-eight words in the episde which do 
not occur elsewhere in the New Testament, forty-two more which, while oc- 
curring elsewhere, do not occur in any letter of Paul’s. This, although of 
some weight, would not be definitive; yet it must be observed that other 

'^For a careful analysis and compaiison of the two letters see MofFatt, An Introduction to the 
Literature of the New Testament, pp, 375-381; Abbott, ICC Eph.~CoL, pp. xxiii Bacon, An 
Introdtiction to the New Testament, pp. 109 f. 



THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS 


297 

words, although found in Paul’s letters, are used here in a different sense. 
Again the appearance of synonyms— for example, “devil” occurs twice in 
the episde (and in the Pastorals) but not in Paul’s (other) letters instead of 
Satan which he uses seven times— is not to be overlooked. The style is dis- 
tincdy different from all the letters save perhaps Colossians. Long turgid 
sentences, cumbrous phrases, “an unparalleled number of genitival forma- 
tions” (Moffatt), such curious redundLicies as “counsel of his will,” “strength 
of his might,” while not sufficient in themselves to compel an adverse judg- 
ment, have a cumulative effect when added to other evidence. Three specific 
verses have long been singled out as providing especial difficulty to the tra- 
ditional view: (i) In 2r20 the church is spoken of as being “buffit upon the 
foundation of the apostles and prophets^ Christ Jesus being the chief corner 
stone.” Although Paul was never unduly reticent about his authority, such a 
phrase from one who was himself an aposde is strange. (2) A few verses 
further on the mystery of Christ is referred to as having been at length 
revealed “unto his holy aposdes and prophets.”® To be sure, “holy” to Paul 
signified something quite different from what it does to us. None the less, 
it appears cither as a curious redundancy — of course the aposdes and prophets 
were holy, for all Christians were — or else, if the epithet does have the later 
complimentary sense, it would appear bad taste in the mouth of one who 
was one of those so termed.’’^ (3) In 4:11 the list of church officials is given: 
“And he gave some to be aposdes; and some, prophets; and some, evan- 
gelists; and some, pastors and teachers.” Opinions differ as to whether this 
ecclesiastical situation can be reconciled with that described in I Cor. 12^8. 
It certainly is a quite different characterization, and would appear to evidence 
a growing tendency to a more definite ecclesiastical system. Evangelists are 
otherwise mentioned in the New Testament only in Acts 2r :8 and II Tim. 
4:5, although the term is not infrequendy used in the late ecclesiastical 
writers. 

It is by no means easy to evaluate the evidence and to decide whether the 
episde is to be accepted as coming from the pen of Paul or from a later 
disciple, who to a measure has caught the master’s spirit, but who also — 
especially in his interpretation of the relation of Christ to the universe- 
shows a definite advance towards the Johannine conception. The obvious 
similarity with Colossians, far from being a guaranty of the genuineness 
of Ephesians, is precisely the reverse. Not only is it difficult to see why Paul 
should have indulged in such laborious copying and for whom it was 
intended but the subde differences between the two arc all the more ap- 
parent. One example will suffice. The figure of Christ as the “head” of the 
“body” appears in both writings (c£, especially CoL 2:10,19 with EpL 

•Eph. 3:5. 

^ Nor should the sunilaxity between this conceptbn o£ the recent revektion o£ what had long 
been kept a secret and that expressed in the (probably un-Pauline) Rom. 16:25 f. be disregarded. 
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4:16), but with an amazing difference of meaning underlying the phrase- 
ology. According to Colossians Christ is the head of the cosmic forces; 
the “world” — the cosmos — ^is the body. In Ephesians he is the head, and the 
church is the body.® Such literary dependence, but with subtle changes in 
meaning, is precisely what is to be expected from a later copyist, striving 
to gain for his work the authority of a great name. On the other hand — 
and this is the chief argument for its genuineness — it is difficult to see just 
what the purpose of the falsarius is. Recently Goodspced® has sought to 
meet this difficulty. His thesis is that Ephesians was written by a man who, 
following the clues in Acts which had but reccndy appeared, retraced Paul’s 
journeys to collect the writings of the hero of that book. For this collection 
he needed an introductory writing which should be of a character to enable 
the reader to appreciate the various letters. Ephesians was the result. It is 
a mosaic of all the genuine letters. Since the author lived in Colosse and 
was thus most familiar with Colossians, he naturally modelled his writing 
after that letter. The hypothesis is of interest; nor is it easy to think of 
a more plausible one. Perhaps this would best account for the appearance 
of the words “at Ephesus” in the opening words. Presumably the author 
simply wrote “to the saints who are also faithful.” Marcion, who accepted 
the episde as Paul’s, apparently conjectured that it was the one referred 
to in Col. 4:16. If Goodspeed is correct that it was written from Colosse, 
it may be that in the neighbouring city of Ephesus eventually one copy 
received the specific designation “at Ephesus,” both to harmonize the letter 
with all the others and to provide the Christians there v^th a specific word 
from their great aposde. The early evidence for the use of the letter by 
the writers already referred to renders any date far below 100 a . d . dis- 
tinctly improbable. It is only fair to say that in our present state of knowl- 
edge “Ephesians” still remains one of the great enigmas, nor is there much 
reason to hope that it will ever be otherwise. 

®So IDibelius, Die Briefe an die Kolosscr, Bpheser, PhUemon, p. 113. 

® E. J. Goodspeed, The Meaning of Ephesians. 



Chapur XXVIII 
THE PASTORAL EPISTLES 


These three treatises, purporting to be letters from Paul to his two friends 
Timothy and Titus, are so intimately joined, each with the other two, and 
evidence such a marked degree of similarity, not only in structure and 
phraseology, but in purpose, that they cannot be treated separately. In 
these short writings 175 words occur which are not found in any of the 
other twenty-four writings, and of these there are 96 in I Timothy (over 
15 to the page), 6b in II Timothy (nearly 13 to the page), and 43 in Titus 
(over 16 to the page). While there is a considerable body of words which 
appear in the ten letters commonly ascribed to Paul, but not in any other 
writing in the New Testament, their frequency of occurrence is markedly 
less and ranges from but 4 to the page in Romans to 6a to the page in 
Philippians.^ Word-counting can, and often does, lead to plausible but 
fictitious results when blindly employed. But evidence such as this, but- 
tressed as it is by such recurrent phrases as “faithful is the saying,” which 
occurs five times in these letters^ but nowhere else in the New Testament, 
can scarcely lead to any other conclusion than that these writings are very 
intimately joined. Nor is the identity of purpose less clearly marked. In 
the phraseology of the writings themselves, their aim is to teach “how men 
ought to behave themselves in the house of God” (I Tim. 3:15), that as 
a result they may “live soberly and righteously and godly in this present 
world” (Tit. 2:12). That is, the purpose of the author is primarily ethicaL 
This desired goal is to be accomplished by the rejection of all false doctrine 
which can lead only to shipwreck, as it has in the past in the case of 
Hymenaeus and Alexander; by strict discipline which shall stop the mouths 
of vain talkers and deceivers; by clear-cut rules of moral conduct which 
shall ensure the proper kind of life and speech among all Christians; and 
by the careful selection and oversight of those men and women who are 
to be entrusted with the direction of the Christian communities. In short, 
they arc “little treatises on elementary church-law, or primitive church- 
manuals.”® 

For nearly a century and a half the three writings have been generally 

^For these figures I am indebted to P. N. Harrison, TAe Problem of the Pastoral Epistles, 
p. no. The whole section dealing with the linguistic evidence is worthy o£ careful study. 

■l Tim. 1:15; 3:1; 4:9; n Tim. a:ii; Tit. 3:8. 

* J. H, Ropes, The Apostolic Age, p. lao. 
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called the Pastoral Epistles,^ because they purport to contain instructions 
for Timothy and Titus in their pastoral function. These men are now re- 
sponsible for the welfare of certain districts. They are to guard the true 
deposit with which they have been entrusted; are to rebuke and unmask the 
wicked and foolish teachers who are causing a moral and spiritual pestilence 
in the church; are to see to it that the officers who are to assist them be of pure 
life and of sound doctrine; and, finally, are to set the proper example by 
their own temperance, sobriety, and orthodoxy. That this is simple literary 
subterfuge is perfectly obvious. They are not letters in any sense of the 
word. “Timothy” and “Titus” are simply lay figures, who are made to 
receive the type of instruction which the author feels the churches require. 
Thus “Paul” finds it necessary to emphasize his apostleship and to dwell 
on his past career. It is highly probable that Timothy would have knovim 
that Paul had been “appointed a preacher and an apostle, a teacher of the 
gentiles in faith and truth”;'’ but not only must Paul proclaim this fact and 
clinch it (as he did another declaration to the rebellious Galatians) with 
the words: “I speak the truth, I lie not,” but he finds it necessary to rehearse 
the fact that he had been a blasphemer, and a persecutor, and injurious, 
but that since he had done all this ignorandy in unbelief he had obtained 
mercy. Nor is it to be expected that Timothy, who had been associated for 
many years with Paul, stood in desperate need of receiving instruedon that he 
might know “how men ought to behave themselves in the house of God” or 
that he needed to be told that the “house of God” was actually the “church 
of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth” (I Tim. 3:15). None 
the less, this fellow apostle not only is admonished, “Let no man despise thy 
youth; but be thou an ensample to them that believe, in word, in manner 
of life, in love, in faith, in purity” (I Tim. 4:12), but is warned to flee 
youthful lusts and to live dccendy (II Tim. 2:22). It would be easy to multi- 
ply almost indefinitely these incongruities, but, as has been said in a dif- 
ferent connexion, “It is not necessary to use battering-rams on gates that 
stand open.” The whole situation is impossible, not to say absurd and 
grotesque, if we assume the historic Paul writing personal letters to the 
historic Timothy and Titus in real situations. But if we admit that we 
have here the work of a later writer seeking to meet the circumstances of 
his own day and wishing to gain for his instruction the authority of the 
now long-dead Paul, the absurdity is removed. In a word, the situation, 
Paul to Timothy and Paul to Titus, is simply stage-setting. Not only has 
the author made constant use of the letters of Paul to quarry from them 
Pauline phrases — ^usually they are as flat in their new setting as they were 
pointed in the original— but in addition he has simply transferred to his 

^For a convenient summary of the history of this usage, ^ roots of which go back to 
Thomas Aquinas, see Harrison, op, cit,, pp. 13-16. 

Urn. 2:7; cf. n Urn. i;ii. 
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writing the fact that years before, during Paul’s ministry, he had felt 
it wise to urge the Corinthians not to “despise” Timothy who was his 
“beloved and faithful child in the Lord.”® 

A brief summary of the contents of these tracts (or episdes) will reveal 
their nature. I Timothy — ^After a brief and formal salutation comes an 
attack upon the false teachers who are sowing strife and perverting morals 
contrary to the sound doctrine which had been entrusted to Paul, who by 
God’s grace had been changed from a persecutor to one faithful for that 
service. This task is now Timothy’s (1:1-20). Then problems in the life 
and administration of the churches are considered. Prayer is to be offered 
by Christians for all men, including “kings and all that are in high places’^ 
(2:1-7). Men, however, are the ones to offer such prayer (2:8), while 
women, in accord with their subordinate position, are to perform their 
own proper duties (2:9-15). Then follows an enumeration of the qualities 
to be required of bishops, deacons, and deaconesses (?) (3:1-13), which is 
necessary since Paul may be delayed in coming to give the instruction in 
person (3:14-16). The attack on the false teachers is then once more 
resumed. Timothy is to stand firm in his opposition to the seducing spirits 
and doctrines of demons which in a later day are to seduce the church 
(4:1-16). His attitude toward the young and old of both sexes, especially 
toward “widows,” ciders (presbyters), slaves, and masters is prescribed 
(5: i -6:2). Then once more a bitter attack on all who teach a different 
doctrine, especially on those who are commercializing their preaching 
(6:3-10), and the earnest admonition to the “man of God” to flee from such 
practices and to “keep the commandment without spot, without reproach” 
(6:11-16). After a charge to warn the rich against the pitfalls of wealth 
and the final injunctions to “Timothy” to guard the deposit and to stand 
firm against the profane babbling of his Gnostic opponents, the writing 
closes with the simple benediction, “Grace be with you” (6:17-21). 

II Timothy— After the greeting (very similar to that of I Timothy) follows 
a complimentary paragraph, much as in the genuine Pauline letters. 
Timothy is commended for his unfeigned faith, and is urged to stand firm 
in the midst of all diflSiculties and to show the same endurance as Paul 
him self (1:1-2:13). This section is interrupted by a reference to the former 
kindness of Onesiphorus, and the defection of Phygelus and Hermogenes 
(1:15-18). Then follows a confused section in which Timothy apparendy 
receives instruaion for the kind of life he himself should live and for his 
warning against the errorists; yet from the context it would appear to be 
intended to guide him in his choice of those who shall be “able to teach 
others also” (2:14-26). Chapter 3 continues the description of these im- 
posters who in the last days shall come (3:1-9); against them Timothy is 

•I Cor. 16:11; 4:17. 
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to stand fast, strengthened as he is by his experience with and instruction 
from Paul himself (3:10-17). With a final solemn charge to stand firm 
against these wicked workers, now that Paul is at the end of his earthly 
course (4:1-8), and with personal instructions to Timothy to come to 
Paul, forsaken as he is by all save Luke (4:9-18), the writing closes with 
greetings and a brief benediction (4:19-22). 

Titus — ^Although this epistle is by far the shortest of the three, the 
salutation is the longest and with a decidedly theological tone (1:1-4). 
Titus then receives instructions for his work in Crete, similar to Timothy’s 
in Ephesus. The various qualifications for ciders and (or?) bishops are 
enumerated with especial reference to the errors and vices incident to Crete, 
where it has been righdy said, “Cretans are always liars, evil beasts, idle 
gluttons” (1:5-16). Titus is to “speak the things which befit the sound 
doctrine” for the guidance of the aged men, aged women (the aged to in- 
struct the younger), the younger men, and slaves, and at the same time 
to watch his own conduct and to guard his authority (2:1-15). is to 
inculcate obedience to their rulers and a desire for good works in place of 
the kind of vicious life practised before the kindness of God had been 
manifested. This is concluded with specific instructions for the treatment 
of the disobedient (3:1-11). Then with a brief personal word about his 
own (Paul’s) plans, directions for Titus, a final admonition to encourage 
his Cretans to fruitfulness, the episde ends with a salutation and the same 
benediction “Grace be with you all” (3:12-15). 

Thus if we disregard the setting— Paul to Timothy or to Titus— and the 
occasional personal touches which, especially in II Timothy, are pasted on, 
the nature of the little writings is clear — ^primitive church-manuals with 
particular reference to church officers. Bishops, elders, deacons, widows^ 
all receive words of instruction. The personal qualities essential for can- 
didates for their offices are listed. No longer is the church recruited from 
the spiritually gifted. A more settled order has now been achieved. Whether 
bishops and elders (presbyters) are the same or are the titles for different 
officers is obscure. Nevertheless, we have reached the definite beginning 
of the monarchical episcopate which occupies so important a position in 
the letters of Ignatius. Furthermore, the detailed regulations for the ap- 
pointment of widows and the care to prevent any save those who are 
“widows indeed” from being so enrolled evidence unmistakably the faa 
that these precautions have been found necessary, and reveal the lapse of 
years. The second stage in Christian life and thought is now in view. The 
passionate belief in the speedy approach of the Parousia, which bulked 
so large in the thinking of Paul, has passed. There is no trace of it in 
these writings. Rather their emphasis upon a secure and orderly organization 



THE PASTORAL EPISTLES 303 

reveals the belief that life far from ending on the morrow is to continue for 
some time. 

A similar distinct diflerence from Paul is found in the author’s attitude 
toward the false teachers he reproves. That these latter do not correspond 
perfectly to such second-century heresiarchs as Basilides or Marcion may be 
admitted freely, although the mention of the “fables and endless genealogies” 
(I Tim. 1:4), of the ascetic prohibition of marriage and the eating of 
meat (I Tim. 4:3), of the prohibition of wine — that in the “medicinal ad- 
vice” to Timothy (I Tim. 5:23) a polemic against the formal ascetic 
practice of substituting water for wine in the Lord’s supper is to be seen 
is highly probable—the warning against the “knowledge (gnosis) which is 
falsely so called” (I Tim. 6:20) all accord with what we learn from 
writers like Irenaeus and TertuUian of the views and practices of Gnosticism 
in the second century. At any rate, the way in which the author opposes 
them is surely non-Pauline. Instead of the careful — ^to us often hyper- 
critical — definition and elaboration of the differences between himself 
and his opponents which ever characterized Paul, in these writings the 
false teachings are lumped together with little or no discrimination and 
denounced en bloc. After a catalogue of evildoers the author can even 
conclude, “and if there be any other thing contrary to the sound doc- 
trine.”’^ In this we have an unmistakable sign of the hardening of the 
church system between the orthodox and all those who are not. 

The evidence of a date quite beyond Paul and of an essential difference of 
point of view is further seen in the author’s attitude toward Christianity it- 
self. Paul’s fundamental emphasis, the believer’s death to the flesh and new 
life in the spirit, that is, the new man “putting on Christ,” is entirely absent, 
although it wovJd have been most apposite in these attacks on the false 
teachers. Nor is faith stressed as the way a man becomes identified with 
Christ In its place stand piety (eixrkfieux), a word never employed by 
Paul but which occurs in these three writings no less than eleven times, 
and good worlds. Upon these a man’s salvation depends. Thus he can write: 

But if any provided! not for his own, and specially his own household, he hath 
denied the faith and is worse than an unbeliever.® 

Again, the author can make Paul say— in the midst of the encomium which 
at all events sounds distinedy self-complacent if not arrogant in the mouth 
of the one praised— “I have kept the faith.”® Obviously faith is no longer 
a way of life; it is loyalty or adherence to certain religious beliefs, such as 
the unity of God^® or the fulfilment of the divine mercy.^^ Christianity is 
now an objective system which men can accept or reject: 

’I Tim. 1:10. 

•I Tun. 5:8. 

•n Tim. 4:7. 

"Cf. I Tim. 2:5. 

“a. I Tun. 3:1^. 
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But the spirit sayeth expressly, that in later times some shdl fall away from the 
faitky giving heed to seducing spirits and doctrines of demons. . . 

Between the repeated command to Timothy to “guard that which is 
committed unto thee”^^ and the exhortation of Jude to “contend earnestly 
for the faith which was once for all delivered unto the saints”^^ there 
would not appear to be any appreciable difference of point of view. A 
comparison of the two passages: 

For whom he foreknew, he also foreordained to be conformed to the image of 
his Son, that he might be the firstborn among many brethren: and whom he fore- 
ordained, them he also called: and whom he called, them he also justified: and 
whom he justified, them he also glorified.^® 

Fight the good faith of the faith, lay hold on the life eternal, whereunto thou 
wast called, and didst confess the good confession in the sight of many witnesses.^® 

confirms this shift of emphasis and hardening of Christianity into a system 
of beliefs. Surely for Paul the believer is foreordained to salvation; equally 
clear is it that for this author salvation is foreordained to the believer. The 
importance of this shift of emphasis, which is far from an accidental varia- 
tion by the same man, should not be overlooked. 

Mention has already been made of the total failure in these episdes 
of words employed by Paul on every page of his letters and the corre- 
sponding use in these episdes of words never employed by him. An 
^austive survey of this evidence is outside the province of this book, 
nor is it necessary, for it has been often made. Suffice it to say that the 
difference of vocabulary is not due to the treatment of different subjects 
where such variance would be natural. The situation is here quite different. 
It is the litdc words — conjunctions, particles, and adverbs — which so clearly 
portray a writer’s style. For the Greek stylist there is an impassable gulf 
between the Pauline letters and these episdes in this respect. Again, whole 
families of new words make their appearance in these brief writings. Par- 
ticularly striking in this respect is ie almost totally different vocabulary 
for virtues and vices. Again, as remarked in the case of “faith,” words used 
by Paul are frequendy employed in these writings in a totally changed sense, 
llien again, the style is very different from Paul’s. There are no anacoloutha; 
all is regular and colourless, smooth, and commonplace. As is to be seen 
in the analyses of the episdes, there is litde order or arrangement; rather 
they are compendia of more or less loosely attached passages. All this is very 
different from the compact and closely l^t arguments in the other letters. 

“I Tun, 4:1. 

“I Tim. 6:30; n Tim- 1:14. 

“Jude 3. 

^ Rom. 8:129,30. 

Tim. 6:12. 
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Naturally the force of these arguments will be greatly reduced for those 
restricted to the use of the text in translation. It is, however, no overstatement 
that in the eyes of nearly every critic the strongest argument against the 
Pauline authorship of these writings lies in these amazing difEercnces of 
vocabulary and style. 

A final argument against the genuineness of the epistles is found in the 
impossibility of finding a place for them in the Metime of Paul. It is 
easy to demonstrate^^ that the required situations will not fit into the outline 
of his life as we know it. For example, in I Timothy Paul is a free man 
and has shortly before gone to Macedonia, leaving Timothy in Ephesus 
(1:3). This might suggest the departure from Ephesus at the end of the 
diree-year visit. Unfortunately, however, Timothy accompanied Paul, as 
is clear from the salutation of II Corinthians. In Titus it is clear that Paul 
has been with Titus in Crete (1:5) and has left him behind to organize 
churches there. Where is such a visit to be placed? Surely Acts 27 gives 
no intimation that the voyage to Rome gave Paul opportunity to familiarize 
himself with things Cretan. In II Timothy he is a prisoner at Rome at 
the end of his life, forsaken by all save Luke. Now he suddenly wants the 
cloak which he had left at Troas, and the books and parchments. If this 
is the Roman imprisonment at the end of Acts, these articles have been in 
Troas for a good number of years. Now Timothy is to fetch them. And 
Trophimus? He was left at Miletus sick (11 Tim. 4:20, pace Acts 21:29). 
Certainly the reference docs not imply that he had been on his sick bed for 
several years. To avoid these (and icy are but a few of the rough spots) a 
second captivity has been often hypothesized. That is, following Paul’s 
two-year stay in Rom^ he was freed, and then went to Crete, Macedonia, 
and Ephesus; finally was rearrested, and after a close confinement died 
in Rome. The diflSculty with this hypothesis is that there is absolutely no 
evidence for it— the early tradition of his labour in Spain^® is scarcely more 
than a deduction from his hope expressed in Rom. 15:28. As Bernhard 
Weiss many years ago remarked, “The hypothesis of a second imprisonment 
is confirmed only by the Pastoral Episdes, if they are genuine, and the 
genuineness of the Pastoral Episdes can only be proved by adopting this 
hypothesis.” And with the solid reasons, already enumerated, for viewing 
these writings as not only non-Pauline but as coming from a distinedy later 
date, there would appear little profit in chasing this circle. 

It would appear, Aen, that we can hardly err in calling these episdes 
Paul-lii(e rather then Pauline, that is, pseudonymous produedons of a 
Paulmis^ written at a time well removed from Paul, as is evidenced not only 
by the solidificadon of his though but by the absence of any mention of 

”Cf. Julkher, Introduction to the Netu Testament, pp. 189-1^3; latest Gennan edition, pp. 
176-179. 

“I Oem. 5:6,7. 
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the Parousia and by the state of church organization. There is now a definite 
catholic faith to be fought for and defended, which Paul has held to the 
end. Not only are the qualifications of church officers now catalogued, but 
some form of ordination is now in use — ^“with the laying on of the hands of 
the presbytery” (I Tim. 4:14). Paul is the author’s especial hero. Many 
phrases which would be distinctly bad taste in the mouth of Paul are thus 
explicable; for example: 

I have fought the good fight, I have finished the course, I have kept the faith: 
Henceforth there is laid up for me the crown of righteousness, which the Lord, 
the righteous judge, shall give me at that day, and not to me only, but also to 
all them that have loved his appearing.^® 

In Paul’s name the author is striving to safeguard Christianity. Perhaps 
those critics are right who hazard the guess that this subterfuge was adopted 
because the opponents were either flouting Paul’s authority or claiming 
it. Why he wrote three episdes instead of one he has not intimated. 
Guesses are fruitless. Is it to give an increased effectiveness both by repeti- 
tion and by the address to widely scattered groups of churches? 

There is no evidence which indicates from where the letters were written. 
Rome has been suggested on the basis of Latinisms, but this argument is of 
litde weight. It is best not to hazard a guess. Nor can the date be fixed with 
any certainty. That it is well below the Apostolic Age is obvious. The first 
sure reference to the letters is in Polycarp’s episde to the Philippians, which 
is usually dated ca, 115 a.d., although so early a date is far from certain. 
Marcion did not include them in his canon. Had he believed them from 
Paul’s pen he would scarcely have refrained, although naturally he would 
have deleted certain sections, as he did from the other letters of Paul. 
Aside from the letter of Polycarp, the date of which appears to me far 
from certain, there is no reference to these epistles before the middle of the 
second century. Perhaps the most probable date for all three would be 
100-125 A.©., although personally I do not consider a date fifty years later 
impossible.^® 

Although there is a pretty general agreement among critics that the 
episdes are not Pauline, some scholars have inclined to the view that they 
are built up from genuine Pauline fragments. II Timothy and (less cer- 
tainly) Titus exhibit this; in I Timothy they feel it more doubtful. 
Elaborate reconstructions have been attempted by various scholars, notably 
Harnack, McGiffert, Bacon, and Harrison; and various conclusions have 
been drawn as to the order in which the three were composed. Personally, 

“n Tun. 4:7,8. 

•“Recently D. W. Riddle, Early Christian Life, pp. 195-216, has argued that they are anti- 
and hence porf-Mardon. There is more to be said for this contention than is generally conceded. 
Of. especially the warning against the **oppositions [literally antitheses'\ of the knowledge which 
is falsely so called” (I Txm. 6:ao) and the sweeping commendation of “every scripture inspired 
of God” (n Tim. 3:16). 
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their arguments appear to me to carry little or no weight. Several references 
might seem personal— for example, the request to bring the cloak and the 
books, the reference to Hymenaeus and Alexander, the mention of the evil 
done by Alexander the coppersmith^® — but with the Pauline letters before 
him as models, it is scarcely to be doubted that the author would desire 
to give a verisimilitude to his own work. That he has incorporated frag- 
ments of the extant letters again and again is certain; that occasionally 
he has achieved a fair similarity to Paul’s style is not to be denied, but that 
he had access to genuine fragments outside of the canonical letters is by no 
means sure; and any attempt to isolate such appears a waste of e&rt. 
The argument that the personal touches in II Timothy “sound natural” 
proves nothing at all. It is a poor writer who cannot achieve some degree 
of success in such a direction. Unless we assume that every pseudepigrapher 
was totally devoid of skill and that, therefore, every touch that “sounds 
natural” must of necessity be the result of preservation, not invention, there 
would appear little in these episdes not completely and satisfactorily ex- 
plained by the hypothesis that the writer had made careful use of the extant 
letters of Paul and whatever other tradition was available, and, without 
any disquieting thought that a later age, with different standards of literary 
honesty, would accuse him of dishonest motives, sought not only to write to 
the C^istians of his own age as he assumed Paul would have done, but 
to make his writing as Paul-like as possible. 

“n Tim. 4!I3- 

Tim. i:ao. 

Tim, 4:14 £. 



Chapter XXIX 

THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS 


The purpose of the unknown writer *‘to the Hebrews” is distinctly practical. 
Only so can the writing be understood. But the word “practical” must not 
be understood in the sense in which the letters of Paul are practical. The 
interest of the writer is theological — ^perhaps dogmatic is the proper word — 
rather than ethical. Ehs purpose is to confirm and strengthen Christians who 
are in danger of lapsing into indifference, of yielding to pressure, of falling 
away from the living faith. The traditional interpretation has been that this 
relapse was a slipping back into Judaism, that Jewish Christians were in 
danger of backsliding. It is far wiser to view the writing as a burning warn- 
ing against slipping away, not to Judaism, but from the living God, that is, 
into a worldly life and religious indifference. His great thesis — ^and almost 
every sentence directly impinges upon this — ^is that Christianity is the final 
and absolute religion. It is the Platonic idea of religion, of which all other 
religions are simply shadows or copies. Christianity is the true reality. Thus 
his abundant reference to Judaism and its inferiority to Christianity are 
not for the purpose of minimizing Judaism, but of exalting Christianity’. It 
is not to warn men from falling back into Judaism which is inferior, but to 
warn them from falling away from Christianity, which is infinitely superior 
to even a splendid religion like Judaism. Such a fall, which even now 
threatens, would be tragic. “Therefore we ought to give the more earnest 
heed to the things that were heard, lest haply we drift away from them. 
For . . . how shall we escape, if we neglect so great a salvation?”^ 

Precisely because Christianity alone can ofier salvation or, as he elsewhere 
phrases it, “forgiveness” lies the peril. The Jewish ritual with successive high 
priests entering the holy of holies time and again to offer the sacrifice implies 
that such service was not efficacious, else it would not — could not — ^be re- 
peated. On the contrary, Christ, the true high priest, went in but once and 
offered his own blood. This wrought forgiveness, but it was once and for all. 
It can never be repeated. Consequendy there can never be a second for- 
giveness. Sin after baptism cannot be removed. Hence the fearful peril en- 
tailed in falling away. This emphasis, so central to his thought, and which 
explains the essential fusing of the practical and the theological in his mes- 
sage, appears again and again. 

^Hcbr. a:i-3. 
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For as touching those who were once enlightened and tasted of the heavenly 
gift, and were made partakers of the Holy Spirit, and tasted the good word of 
God, and the powers of the age to come, and then fell away, it is impossible to 
renew them again unto repentance; seeing they crucify to themselves the Son of 
God afresh, and put him to an open shame. For the land which hath drunk the 
rain that cometh oft upon it, and bringeth forth herbs meet for them for whose 
sake it is also tilled, receiveth blessing from God: but if it beareth thorns and 
thistles, it is rejected and nigh unto a curse; whose end is to be burned.^ 

For if we sin wilfully after that we have received the knowledge of the truth, 
there remaineth no more a sacrifice for sins; but a certain fearful expectation of 
judgment, and a fierceness of fire which shall devour the adversaries. A man that 
hath set at nought Moses* law dieth without compassion on the word of two or 
three witnesses: of how much sorer punishment, think ye, shall he be judged 
worthy, who hath trodden under foot the Son of God, and hath counted the 
blood of the covenant wherewith he was sanctified an unholy thing, and hath 
done despite unto the Spirit of grace? For we know him that said, Vengeance 
belonged! unto me, I will recompense. And again, The Lord shall judge his 
people. It is a fearful thing to fall into the hands of the living God.® 

For ye know that even when he afterward desired to inherit the blessing, he 
was rejected; for he found no peace for a change of mind in his father, though he 
sought it diligently with tears.* 

This emphasis was to convulse Christian thought for centuries after the 
writer had gone to his unknown grave. A few years later the author of the 
Shepherd^ while recognizing its validity, sought as a temporary expedient 
to give a sort of second chance through the special fiat of the angel of re- 
pentance.® I John attempts a somewhat different solution: There is a distino 
tion between sins. This later led to the Catholic doctrine of deadly and venial 
sins. During the early days of persecution, when some "lapsed** under pres- 
sure and the church was convulsed over their status, this uncompromising 
teaching of "to the Hebrews’* played an important part. In subsequent years 
it was ireedy responsible for the natural but dangerous expedient of putting 
off baptism until the end of life to avoid the bitter consequences of a subse- 
quent 

The author’s argument is clear and logical. God has now sent his final and 
supreme utterance through his Son, who is associated with him in the crea- 
tion and control of the world. He came to earth to join himself to flesh and 
blood that he might have many brethren. Since he was tempted "in all points 
like as we are,” he can appreciate our temptations as the angels cannot; since 

*Hcbr. 6:4-8. 

•Hebr. 10:26-31. 

*Hebr. 12:17. 

”Henxus, Mand, ir, 3,1-7* 
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he remained without sin, he can help them that are tempted. As the mediator 
of our forgiveness he is the great high priest; and, as such, is a merciful and 
trustworthy high priest (1:1-5:10). Then comes a section (5:11-6:12) which 
has often appeared as a sort o£ interlude of rebuke: you are ignorant; you 
who should be teachers need again to be taught your A B C*s. But that it is 
intended as such and evidences that the writing is a letter to a distinct group 
is improbable. As such, it would be a curious method of teaching. Even 
though you have shown yourselves unfitted for the solid food appropriate 
for full-grown men and instead have need of milk, yet I will give you the 
meat, and later, if God permits, will then give you your diet of milk! Rather, 
this little interlude appears for the purpose of arousing the readers* interest 
and of making them properly aware of the majesty and import of the thesis 
which he has just stressed — Christ, the author of eternal salvation, has been 
named of God a high priest after the order of Melchizedek (Hebr. 5:10)—- 
and which he now turns to expand and justify as the chief glory of 
Christianity. 

The chief glory of Christianity is that its institutions arc real and abiding. 
They are no mere copies, as were the provisional, though noble, institutions 
of Judaism, which could not effect forgiveness. Christianity can effect for- 
giveness, for, instead of a high priest offering daily a sacrifice of the blood of 
sheep and goats, Christ, the great high priest without successor, offered his 
own blood once and for all. That was effective, as is evidenced by the fact 
that it is never to be repeated (6:13-10:39). Let your loyalty be firm, remem- 
bering that faith— always implying something unseen through its nature as 
the power of apprehension of that which lies beyond the senses— is the dis- 
tinguishing characteristic of Christians, even as it has been the characteristic 
of all the leaders of religious history since the world began. With such a 
heritage and with such a host of wimesses let us run with steadfast endurance 
the race that is set before us, realizing that the terrors of Sinai are as nothing 
in comparison Avith the terrors of the living God who has given now his 
final and therefore his only offer of grace to those who persist in faith 
(11:1-12 Zip). With a few disjointed exhortations and personal references 
(chapter 13), which stand in amazing contrast to the rest of the writing, the 
"episde** ends. 

Thus the thesis is developed that Christianity is the final and absolute re- 
ligion. The substance of Christianity is the supreme and abiding nature of 
Jesus Christ. In his cosmic relation he is exalted above the angels; in the 
history of redemption he far surpasses Moses and Joshua; as distinct from 
the Aaronic priesthood, where member follows member— nothing ultimate 
and final there— he is the high priest forever after the order of Melchizedek. 
Nor is this a descending scale or an anticlimax. The real climax to the argu- 
ment comes on this last note: 
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Now in the things which we are saying the chief point is this: We have such 
a high priest, who sat down on the right hand of the throne of the Majesty in 
the heavens, a minister of the sanctuary, and of the true tabernacle, which the 
Lord pitched, not man.® 

This writing, today almost unknown — ^it has been well said that for the 
average Christian, clerical as well as lay, Hebrews is simply “the book which 
mentions Melchizedek” — is a real literary achievement. Written in by far 
the best Greek in the New Testament, it is obviously the production of a 
man of culture and letters. Not only is he a thoroughgoing Platonist, but he 
is familiar with and tacidy accepts that later development in the Stoic-Pla- 
tonic synthesis, conspicuously evidenced by Philo and his successors in 
Alexandria, the notion of the Logos, As certainly as does the author of the 
Fourth Gospel, he opens his writing with the identification of Christ as the 
Logos. To be sure, he does not use the term; but his descripdon of him as 
“the effulgence of his glory, and the very image of his substance . . . up- 
holding all things by the word of his power’*"^ is unmistakable. Furthermore, 
his phraseology here and even more conspicuously in 6:5 — ^“tasted the good 
word of God” — evidences his familiarity with this teaching and his unwilling- 
ness to confuse his argument by the introduction of the word logos, which 
might be interpreted in its philosophical and technical sense which he did 
not at that moment wish.® In passing it may be noted that this feel for lan- 
guage and unwillingness to use a technical term in a different sense stamps 
the writer as a scholar. He is, as has been aptly said, the schoolman of the 
New Testament.” 

Two questions naturally rise: “Who wrote it? and, For whom was it writ- 
ten? Probably neither will ever be answered although gallons of ink have 
been spilt in what Wrede aptly designated “a labour of Sisyphus.” 

One thing is clear. Paul did not worite it. Today none save a few Catholic 
theologians unhappily fettered by the Council of Trent would dream of 
disagreeing with the judgment of Calvin: “Who then composed it is not to 
be discovered, however hard one labours, but that the nature of the thought 
and that the style are quite unlike Paul’s is abundandy evidenced.”® All the 
hnes of evidence converge here, (i) The absence of his name, of the greeting 
to the readers, and of the complimentary paragraph would be not only un- 
paralleled but unthinkable. (2) The author’s reference to the way he had 
learned the gospel — ^“which having at first been spoken through the Lord, 
was confirmed unto us by them that definitely excludes Paul. 

Never could he so speak. This point was sufiicient for both Calvin and Mar- 

*Hebr. 8:1,2. 

^Hebr. 1:3. 

* In both cases he substitutes for the possibly ambiguous JuStos • 

” Quis porro earn composuerit non magnopere curandum est, sci ipsa dicendi ratio et stylus 
alium quam Paulum sods testantur, 

"Hebr. 2:3. 
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tin Luther, and has been for most critics. (3) The style and theology, as 
Calvin remarked, are quite different from Paul’s. As opposed to the latter’s 
Greek tinged with Hebraisms, full of anacoloutha and daring liberties, the 
language of this writing is, as has been already said, the purest Greek in the 
New Testament. The diction is faultless; the sentences beautifully rounded 
and polished. There may well be occasional overtones from some of the 
Pauline letters, but they evidence a writer who approaches his problem from 
a totally different angle. 

It is not until the end of the second century that we find any voice raised 
to ascribe it to Paul.^^ From then on the Alexandrian school inclined to class 
it as Pauline, although they keenly felt the differences of style and thought, 
and sought to account for them. Pantsenus — for that is apparendy the “blessed 
presbyter” referred to by Clement — considered it from Paul, and explained 
the absence of his name at the beginning of the letter as due to his humility, 
for the Lord, not Paul, was the aposde to the Hebrews.^^ Clement hims<^ 
thought that Paul had written the letter in Hebrew (Aramaic.?) and that 
Luke had translated it. Occasionally this translation theory has been revived, 
but it is utterly improbable. Origen considered that Paul was the author of 
the material, but that another — ^who he was “God only knows” — ^had put it 
in written form.^^ In the western church, on the contrary, it was not until 
the middle of the fourth century that it was classed as Pauline and considered 
canonical. TertuUian and Novatian had ascribed it to Barnabas. Both Jerome 
and Augustine were familiar with traditions which denied Pauline author- 
ship, and Augustine himself in his later years regularly referred to it as 
anonymous, but by this time (beginning of the fifth century) it was uni- 
versally considered canonical. 

It would be completely profitless to consider the host of other candidates 
who from time to time have been suggested — ^Barnabas, Silas, Timothy, 
Aquila, PrisciUa, Clement of Rome, Luke. It would be sheer guesswork, and 
based upon the dubious assumption that the name of the author of any 
writing destined to become a part of Holy Scripture must of necessity have 
been mentioned somewhere else in the New Testament. Most students will 
admit that it is very probable that not all the Christians of ability and influ- 
ence of the first century chance to be mentioned in the casual letters of Paul 
or the fragmentary and partial account in Acts. All that we can say of him 
is that he was a man of literary training, perhaps a Jew, although this is fiur 
less certain than has often been assumed,^^ steeped in Platonic thought and 
acquainted with views which flourished in Alexandria, and with some fa- 

^For a partial qualification to this statement see below, pp. 314 

“This be deduced from Hebr. 3:1, 

“ Even this secondary Pauline form is utterly improbable. For a possible explanation of how 
Paul’s name came to be attached to it in tradition see pp. 314 ff, 

“This assumption is based on his familiarity with the Old TestamenL But agaizist this is his 
total silence about the cardinal emphasis of Judaism — keepiiig of dte law. 
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miliarity with the teachings of Paul; in short, that he was a man who lived 
in an “intellectual and almost dogmatic atmosphere.”^® 

The exact date of this writing is also hard to fix. The terminus ad quern 
(latest possible date) is the time of the composition of I Clement, since this 
latter writing clearly uses it, especially in chapter 36. I Clement is usually 
dated about 96 a.d. on the assumption that its opening words refer to the 
“Domitianic persecution.” Personally, I consider this “persecution” largely a 
figment of Christian imagination and see no reason for understanding 
Clement’s apology for not having written earlier as more than the conven- 
tional excuse for procrastination of which every letter-writer in his and each 
subsequent century has made use. There would appear to be no other reason 
which would compel a date earlier than 120 aj). for Clement. Hence, a few 
years earlier, say no aj>., would appear to be the terminus ad quern for He- 
brews. The terminus a quo is more difficult. Although it is clearly post- 
Pauline, some have urged a date prior to 70 aj). This view is based upon the 
assumption that the writing is to avert an apostasy to Judaism. Therefore, it 
is argued, had the temple in Jerusalem been already destroyed, that would 
have been the author’s trump card. But the temple service is actually repre- 
sented as still going on (10:1 ff.). This assumption, however, is totally in 
error. In the first place, as has been earlier suggested, the purpose of the 
writing is not to avert an apostasy to Judaism, but a falling away from Chris- 
tianity into irreligion. In the second place, the writer is not concerning him- 
self with the temple in Jerusalem at all; it is the imaginary Mosaic taber- 
nacle which he constantly depicts as the shadow of the true (Christian) 
tabernacle.^® In a word, he is drawing his comparisons and knowledge not 
from contemporary Jewish thought and practice but from the Pentateuch. 
Accordingly, there is no force to the argument for an early (ante 70 aj&.) 
date. The whole tone and oudook of the writing favour a later date; the 
primitive days are now far behind (cf. 2:3). The reference to the “former 
days” when they had stood firm, the rebuke of their weakness, the almost 
total disregard of the Parousia, the separation of the “leaders” from the rest 
of the saints — all this implies a lapse of time. Furthermore, if, as seems to me 
highly probable, the writing is a treatise, not a letter, and is intended for all 
Christians, it would appear then to be appreciably later than the Pauline 
letters which had set the fashion for Christian writing, but had been in- 
tended for specific groups, confronting equally specific problems. This gradu- 
ally led to the writing of general, that is, catholic, episdes and treatises in- 
tended for all Christians everywhere. Accordingly, mutatis mutandis I would 
incline to date it between 85-110 aj>., perhaps rather nearer the latter than the 
former limit. 

“ Ropes, Apostolic Age, p. 272, 

^In f^ce q£ the words Up6v and vahs which he never uses, he habitually refers to the 
ctapAi — the Septuagint rendering of the Mosaic tabemade. 
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Before considering the final question: To whom was it addressed? or 
better, For whom was it intended? it is necessary to consider the preliminary 
question, What sort of a composition is it? Although it is customary to refer 
to it as an “epistle,” in the preceding pages it has been scrupulously referred 
to simply as a “writing.” The reason for this reserve is as follows: Except for 
the final chapter there is nothing in the writing which resembles either a 
personal “letter” or more formal “epistle.” There is no salutation, no men- 
tion of the writer’s name — ^which latter was as essential to an early letter or 
epistle as the signature is for us today— no paragraph of compliment or con- 
gratulation, no statement of the reason why he writes, such as the impor- 
tance of the subject or errors which have arisen to make it necessary. The 
rebuke in 5:11 ff. is not so to be construed. Rather it implies: Such imma- 
turity is a quality which may well lead the reader to shrink away from the 
teaching which the author wishes to give. Actually it is not until 3:1 that 
even a casual reference to any readers is made. On the other hand, chapter 13 
is obviously the conclusion of a letter. In the last verses especially, the personal 
note, the mention of the writer’s intended visit, the visit of Timothy, the 
assumption that the readers will be interested in the condition of the writer — 
all this stands in striking contrast to the body of the writing. Nor can it be 
assumed on the basis of the last chapter and the occasional superficial refer- 
ences to readers (5:11-6:12; 10:32-34) that originally a salutation stood at the 
beginning and that it was later lost, intentionally or accidentally. No writer 
who could pen so magnificent an opening paragraph could ever have marred 
it by any preceding salutation. Furthermore, save for the final chapter, .the 
references to readers — even 5:11 £F. and 6:9-12 — do not imply any local or 
specific group, any more than do such passages as I Peter 4:12 or 5:9. They 
are perfectly natural as the praise and blame of Christians is general. That 
occasionally the author may have had some particular case in mind and that 
that led him to phrase himself as he did is not to be denied and is quite 
probable; none the less, there appears to me no reason for assuming anything 
more. What then is the relationship of chapter 13 to the preceding twelve 
chapters? It appears to be a late addition by some other writer who desired 
to give to the writing the appearance of a Pauline letter. Regularly Paul’s 
letters dose with a series of practical exhortations. So this writing is made to 
close. No one can fail to fed the abrupt shift in 13:1. Certainly the connec- 
tion is at best very tenuous. Furthermore, and this is the important point, 
13:19 and 13:23 contain a most amazing contradiction. In 13:19 the author 
begs his readers to pray for him that he may be the more speedily restored to 
them. Certainly the natural meaning of the word underlying “restore” is that 
the author is now restrained, apparently in prison. Yet in 13:23 there is no 
hint that he is thus hindered. He will see them soon; if Timothy, who has 
been set at liberty, arrives in time, the two will sec them together. As Wredc 
pointed out in his penetrating essay, Das Utermsche RaU^l des Hebraer^ 
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briefs^'^ this contradiction would be completely explained i£ we assume that 
the author sought to give a Pauline flavour here and borrowed from two 
of the Pauline letters, but that he was not completely at home in the role 
which he assumed and accordingly involved himself in a contradiction. The 
following passages should be pondered. 

Hebr. 13:18 f. — ^Pray for us. . . . Philm. 22 — ^But withal prepare me 
And I exhort you the more exceedingly also a lodging; for I hope that through 
to do this, that I may be restored to you your prayers I shall be granted unto 
the sooner. you. 

Hebr. 13:23 — ^Know ye that our own Phil. 2:19,23,24 — ^But I hope in the 

brother Timothy hath been set at lib- Lord Jesus to send Timothy shortly 
erty; with whom, if he come shortiy, I unto you. . . . Him therefore I hope to 
will see you. send forthwith, so soon as I shall see 

how it will go with me: but I trust in 
the Lord that I myself also shall come 
shortly. 

There are other distinct parallelisms between Hebr. 13 and Philippians — 
for example 13:16 || 4:18; 13:21 1 | 4:20; 13:24 || 4:21 f. Similarities with other 
Pauline writings are perhaps also to be seen (cf. 13:18 with II Cor. i :ii,i2). 
It is to be observed, however, that these resemblances are restricted to chapter 
13. Is not the curiously indefinite phrase, **They of Italy salute you,” naturally 
explained on the basis of “All the saints salute you, especially they that are of 
Ccssar's household'"^^ if the author is seeking to impersonate the imprisoned 
Paul who he believes had written Philippians from his Roman bondage ? A 
full demonstration of the argument is here impossible. Suffice it to say that 
to me it appears highly probable that our writing ended originally with 
12:29, was anonymous, was a treatise (or homily) intended for no especial 
church or group of churches, but for all Christians to whom it might come, 
and that later— perhaps at the time that the title “To the Hebrews” was 
affixed, although this is less certain— this final chapter was added with the 
distinct purpose of giving to the writing the stamp of Pauline authority. 
The question may be asked : Why, if this were the case, did this later writer 
not prefix a Pauline salutation to make the attempt the clearer? The most 
probable answer is that he was unwilling to risk marring so perfect a writ- 
ing by so palpable an attempt. That he was the master of the contents of 
chapters 1-12 is obvious, not alone from such touches as 13:3,7 (cf. 10:32-34), 

^"^For this discussion of chapter 13 I am deeply indebted to this essay which warrants far 
more attention than it seems to have received. The principal point of di 0 ercnce between Wrede’s 
view and my own is his assumption that the author of chapters i-X2 later changed his plan and 
himself wrote chap. 13 to ^ve to the whole a Pauline appearance. This appears to me im- 
probable. 

“Phil. 4:22. 
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but from the neat reference to the main argument of the treatise in the words, 
“Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today, yea and for ever” (13:8). 

Thus the later tide, “To the Hebrews,” does not help us in our quest for 
the recipients. This was probably added to make it parallel with the other 
“Pauline” epistles “To the Romans,” “To the Galatians,” etc. Actually the 
choice of the title, “To the Hebrews,” was a most unhappy one. It apparently 
resulted from the view that it was to warn Jewish Christians from a relapse 
into Judaism. As we have seen, the probability that this was not the purpose, 
the failure of any warning against circumcision or anything else distinctly 
Jewish, the lateness of date — all this makes it far more likely that it was in- 
tended for all Christians into whose hands it might fall, and that, since at 
the end of the first century Jewish Christians were now few and far between, 
the majority of these readers would be gentiles. The frequent quotations 
from the Old Testament and the reference to the “seed of Abraham” need 
provide no difficulty. All Christians, gentiles and Jews alike, accepted the Old 
Testament as Christian Scripture. Paul makes it perfectly clear that gentile 
Christians found no difficulty in considering themselves the true seed of 
Abraham.^® 

Thus the customary designation of the writing, “The Episde to the He- 
brews,” is doubly wrong. It is not an “epistle”; it was not written to 
“Hebrews.” Rather, it is to be seen as an anonymous treatise or homily by an 
unknown for all Christians everywhere. Its purpose was to arouse Christians 
to their old-time faith and to warn them from backsliding. To this end he 
explains Christianity as the one true and final religion, gloriously effective to 
salvation through the superlative glory of the person and work of Jesus 
Christ. At a later time another unknown Christian sought to give to the 
writing a Pauline touch by adding an “epistolary conclusion.” Did he go a 
step farther and by the addition of the personal pronoun “of me” in 10:34 
seek to give an additional Pauline touch in the reference to “my bonds”? 
That some one did this at an early date is clear. Perhaps it was the author 
of the final chapter. 

Rom. 4:1,12. 



Chapter XXX 

THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES 


In contrast to the Corpus Paulinarutn^ the term used at an early date to 
designate the thirteen letters which bear his name and the Episde to the He- 
brews, stand seven other writings — ^James, I and II Peter, I, II, and III John, 
and Jude — which surely as early as the first of the fourth century, and prob- 
ably considerably before that time, were not infrequendy referred to as the 
Catholic Episdes. For centuries the significance of the word catholic in this 
connexion has been debated. Clement of Alexandria employed it to desig- 
nate the letter of the Jerusalem church mentioned in Acts 15 — “in the cath- 
olic epistle of all the aposdes”^ — ^while Origen referred not only to the sep- 
arate writings, I Peter, I John, and Jude, but also to the so-called Epistle 
of Barnabas by this term. In his famous Church History ^ written about 
325 AJ)., Eusebius not only uses the term for the separate episdes,^ but for 
all seven: 

These accounts are given respecting James, whose is said to be the first of the 
episdes called catholic; but it is to be observed that it is considered spurious, since 
not many of the ancients have mentioned it, and not even that called the episde 
of Jude, which is also one of the seven called catholic. Nevertheless we know that 
these, with the rest, arc publicly used in most of the churches.® 

In the work called Hypotyposes ... he [Clement of Alexandria] has given 
abridged accounts of all the canonical Scripture, not even omitting those that are 
disputed, I mean the episde of Jude, and the other catholic episdes, and the episde 
of Barnabas, and the so-called apocalypse of Peter.^ 

These passages make it clear that for these writers the term catholic did 
not mean “recognized,” that is, “canonical,” for Eusebius not only expressly 
states that the majority of them were “disputed” but also quotes Apollonius’ 
attack upon the heretic Themison: 

Moreover, Themison, who was completely dad in a most plausible covetousness 
. . . dared to imitate the aposdes by drawing up a certain catholic epistle, to 
instruct those who had a better faith than himself, to contend with words of empty 

^ Strom, iv,i5. 

^ Cj, Hist. Ecd. vii,25,7 and 10. Here he is quoting Dionytius of Alexandria, who wrote 
about a6o aj>. 

• Hist. Bed. 11,23,24 f. 

* Hist. Ecd. vhi4,i. 
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sound, and to blaspheme against the Lord and the aposdes and the holy church.® 
Thus it would seem scarcely open to question but that for him and the 
eastern wing of Christendom (including Alexandria) the word signified 
“encyclical,” that is, intended for all Christians everywhere, or at least for 
large groups of Christians in various places. Both CEcumenius, bishop of 
Tricca in the tenth century, and the twelfth-century lexicographer Suidas 
so understood it, while the scholastic Leontius of Byzantium (ca. 600) ex- 
plained: “They were called ‘catholic’ since they were not written to one 
group as the episdes of Paul.” Two passages in Eusebius, however, are 
confessedly difficult. Having referred to I Peter as “acknowledged,” that is, 
enjoying both apostolic authorship and general acceptance, in contrast to 
II Peter, which “we have not, indeed, received to be canonical, yet as it 
appeared useful to many it was studiously read with the other Scriptures,” 
he spoke of other writings ascribed to Peter — a gospel bearing his name, 
Preaching, and Apocalypse and concludes: “we know nothing of their be- 
ing handed down as catholic writings {kv KadoXiKms) In describing 
the work of Dionysius of Corinth, after remarking that he “was most use- 
ful to all in the catholic epistles that he addressed to the churches^^ he men- 
tions some of these “catholic episdes.” One was to the Lacedsemonians, 
others to the Athenians, to the Nicomedians, to the church at Gortyna with 
the other churches of Crete, to the church at Amastris together with those in 
Pontus, to the Cnossians, to the Romans and addressed to Bishop Soter, 
and a final one to his own sister, Chrysophora,^ In neither of these passages 
does the word catholic appear to equal general: in the former it can 
scarcely be other than “accepted” or canonical; in the latter passage the 
letters are clearly intended for specific groups, however appropriate they 
may have been for Christendom at large. Perhaps, however, the difficulty 
may be partially explained: Is the usage in the former of the two passages 
caused by Eusebius’ view that all the real “catholic episdes” were from 
the pens of aposdes, and that thus, by a not too exact use of language, he 
employs “catholic” in the sense, “apostolic”.? 

One reason for the debate over the meaning of the word is the curious 
difference in usage between the East and West. The East continued to 
use the term catholic for these seven letters, but never for those of Paul— 
in itself, this suggests its connotation — ^in the West, however, although 
Jerome occasionally used the term, the regular tide for these letters was not 
“catholic,” but “canonical.” Thus Jerome can write of the “seven letters 
which are styled canonical”; by the sixth century apparendy this was the 
almost unvaried habit, although the term “canonical” was not rigidly re- 
stricted to these seven as was the parallel term “catholic” in the East. It 

Eccl. v,i 8 , 5 ; cf. also the “catholic epistles” of Dionysius of Corinth referred to below. 

*Hia. Eccl. Hi, 3,1 f. Lake reads kp KoBoKucois (**m catholic tradition”). 

^ Hist. Eccl. iv,23. 
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is conceivable that this usage arose through a misunderstanding o£ what 
“catholic” meant, understanding it mistakenly to mean “universally ac- 
cepted” instead o£ “universally destined,” but this like many other questions 
is far £rom sure. 

As a matter o£ fact, the designation of these writings as catholic, that is, 
general, was most apt. Superficially it might not seem appropriate for II 
and III John, the former of which is addressed to “the elect lady,” the latter 
to “Gaius, the beloved.” But not improbably these designations are but fig- 
urative — ^much as in the case of the letters to Timothy and Titus. Short 
though the letters are, they are apparendy intended for all Christians. Nor, 
as will be seen in the next chapter, is I Peter to be considered any exception. 
That letter, too, is intended for aU Christians everywhere. Perhaps the spe- 
cific mention of the five provinces of Asia Minor was due to especial dif- 
ficulties which Christians in that locality were suffering and which made 
this stirring appeal to play the part of a genuine Christian in the teeth 
of all persecution particularly appropriate; perhaps it was but a literary 
device to give the writing a certain resemblance to the earlier and now 
authoritative letters of Paul. One thing is clear. All of these little writings 
— ^to whomsoever they may be addressed — are concerned with the church 
in general. The contrast between them and the letters of Paul is so patent 
that the veriest tyro cannot fail to detect it. By anticipation it may be stated 
that they not only reveal the church in a much later situation than do the 
genuine letters of Paul, but that they owe their epistolary form to the 
Pauline correspondence. Paul had set the fashion for Christian writings. In 
contrast to him, the trail-blazer, these men were ready to follow on. For 
Paul the burning problem was the proclamation of the gospel, the salvation 
of mankind; for these authors the great task was the safeguarding of the 
church already established. Can there be reasonable ground for doubt as to 
which is the earlier, which the later? 

Although these letters have been classed together from the earliest days, 
and although it will be convenient to discuss them together, for they have 
many points in common, it would be most misleading to consider them 
all of a piece. Each has its own purpose; each provides its own problem. 
Every critic realizes that there is a distinct connexion between I John and 
the Fourth GospeL Very possibly they come from the same pen. To a 
certain extent it would be an advantage to consider them together. It has 
seemed wiser, however, to let each remain m the group in which it has 
reposed for so many centuries. 

One final word of general introduction may not be out of place. These 
writings, despite their ambitious apostolic claims, were very reluctantly 
received into the canon. Apparendy only I Peter and I John were generally 
considered canonical in the second century, and even they not universally. 
It was not until the fifth century, for example, that any one of the seven 
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was translated into Syriac for the Syrian church, and then only James, I 
Peter, and I John. Marcion’s canon contained none of them; the famous 
fragment of that second century Roman canon, commonly called the 
Muratorian, mentioned only Jude and two epistles of John. These three (II 
John, III John, and Jude) followed later, and were but doubtfully accepted; 
II Peter and James were completely ignored or rejected until well on in 
the third century. Origen, the earliest to cite James, is well aware that its 
recognition was far from general. Eusebius refers to them as commonly 
rejected in his day. It was not until the second half of the fourth century 
that James is mentioned in the Western church.® This pretty general re- 
luctance to accept these writings — ^how great the contrast to the attitude 
toward the gospels and letters of Paul — ^must be kept in mind in consider- 
ing their date and authorship. As a matter of fact, Jiilicher may well be 
correct in his remark that probably one of the reasons that these writings 
eventually gained their niche in the canonical hall of fame while much 
more lengthy and pretentious writings like I Clement, Barnabas, and the 
Shepherd lost out was “the modest proportion . , . maintained between the 
value and the extent of the subject matter.” 

®By Kfilary of Poitiers {pb. 366 aj).). 



Chapter XXXI 

THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER 


The aim of the author of this short writing — it is about the same length as 
Philippians — ^is exclusively practical. His one desire was to inspire and 
encourage his readers in the face of severe persecution, or at least opposi- 
tion. They are not to lose sight of the great prize; by their love and purity 
they are to advance the power of the gospel by provoking the admiration 
of their enemies. The true Christian is shown in suffering. This is the thesis 
of the epistle. 

Beloved, think it not strange concerning the fiery trial among you, which 
cometh upon you to prove you, as though a strange thing happened unto you; but 
insomuch as ye are partakers of Christ’s sufferings, rejoice; that at the revelation 
of the glory also ye may rejoice with exceeding joy.^ 

Though the author’s whole effort is devoted to this one end — to stiffen the 
backbones of those who may speedily be called upon to “suffer as a Chris- 
tian,” there is nothing pessimistic nor morbid from beginning to end. Rather 
the keynote is hope. In the opening words this note is struck with no un- 
certain hand: 

Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who according to his 
great mercy begat us again unto a living hope . . . unto an inheritance incor- 
ruptible, and undefiled, and that fadeth not away. . . ? 

Suffer they will, but, if it be not “as a murderer, or a thief, or an evildoer, 
or as a meddler in other men’s matters, but ... as a Christian,” they 
have nothing to fear. For them hope need never wane. 

Wherefore let them also that suffer according to the will of God commit their 
souls in well-doing unto a faithful Creator.® 

Following the address and salutation (i :i f.) comes a paragraph of praise 
to God for his goodness in causing them to be born again to a glorious 
hope, undimmed by suffering, of salvation long sought by the prophets 
(1:3-12). Such a gift deserves the liveliest gratitude to God which will ex- 
press itself in holy lives, at once free from vices and active in love: in short, 
conduct of a nature consonant with their new status as “an elect race, a 

Pet. 4:12,13. 

*I Pet. 1:3,4. 

•I Pet. 4:19. 
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royal priesthood, a holy nation, a people for God’s own possession” (1:13- 
2:10). Then follow more specific directions for such conduct: as it involves 
intercourse with unbelievers (2:11 f.), their attitude toward the government 
and those in authority (2:13-17), in the home — specific injunctions for 
slaves, wives, and husbands (2:18-3:7). This word to servants to be in 
subjection to their masters — the bad as well as the good— leads to a seem- 
ing digression, in which the example of Christ is cited (2:21-25). sictu- 
ally this is not a digression. It simply buttresses the main note: It is not 
the fact of patient suffering, but the thing for which one suffers in patience 
that stamps the true Christian and puts to silence the ignorance of foolish 
men. Then (3:8-4:11) he comes again, this time not as an incidental point, 
to the central note: patience in unmerited persecution. The note is lyric: 
Who is he that will — can — ^harm you, if ye be zealous of that which is 
good? Again he buttresses his appeal by the example of Christ’s suffering 
for sin — this time launching into the famous account of Christ’s descent 
into the lower world to preach to the spirits in prison (3:19-21; 4:6). Such 
an example should lead them to arm themselves with the same mind in 
their fight against sin, and to be ready in the short time that ensues to 
act toward one another in Christian love. Then he stresses again the need 
of stedfastness in persecution — ^not one of the future but even then raging 
against them. Glorious as such a course can be, it is completely vitiated 
unless they conduct themselves in such a manner that it will be clear to 
all u/hy they are suffering, not as evildoers but for “the name” (4:12-19). 
As he had warned them about the proper conduct toward those outside 
the church, he now turns to their behaviour toward fellow Christians— 
the elders are to be faithful shepherds untainted by greed; the younger in 
turn are to be subject to the elder. Each is to serve the other in humility; 
each to be on his guard against the common adversary, the devil. This sec- 
tion (5:1-11) closes with an appropriate benediction, A brief reference to 
“Silvanus, our faithful brother,” salutations from her “that is in Babylon” 
and from “Mark my son,” and the cpisde closes (5:12-14). 

The most striking thing in this writing is its dependence upon PauL It 
is not an overstatement to say that it is saturated with Pauline ideas. In 
feet, it actually stands closer to Paul’s thought than do some letters which 
bear his name. It is universally conceded that I Peter has used Romans 
and Ephesians freely. The resemblances and reminiscences are such that 
no reasonable criticism can deem them accidental.^ In addition, the general 
make-up of the episdc: salutation, opening paragraph of thanksgiving, the 
scries of domestic injunctions (technically known as Haustafeln), the salu- 
tation at the end, the reference to Silvanus “by whom” the author writes 

This evidence is assembled conveniendy in Bacon, An Introduction to the Uew Testament, 
P. 154- 
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(which at once reminds the reader not only of the mention of Tertius 
(Rom. 16:22) but of such passages as Gal. 6:11; II Thes. 3:17), the compli- 
ment which Silvanus receives (cf. Paul’s words about Timothy and Titus 
in the Corinthian correspondence) — ^all this suggests Paul, not Peter. Nor 
is it to be overlooked that the intimate and peculiarly Pauline phrase “in 
Christ” appears three times (3:16; 5:10,14). While the contention of the 
Tubingen school that Paul and Peter stand at opposite poles in regard to 
the gentile mission was overdrawn, Paul’s own contrast — ^“he that wrought 
for Peter unto the aposdeship of the circumcision wrought for me also unto 
the gentiles”® — does not lead us to sec Peter in this new role, entirely un- 
concerned with the question of the validity of the law. Yet it is perfecdy 
clear that the readers of this epistle are (at least predominantly) gentiles, 
not Jews. The phrase, “sojourners of the Dispersion,” must not obscure 
that fact. This phrase, as its parallel in James, simply reflects the early 
Christian notion that heaven was the Christian’s home; while on earth he 
was in a veritable dispersion. This notion — and Hebrews 13:14 is its best 
commentary® — ^may be couched in Jewish terms, but it must not be allowed 
to hide the clear testimony of the episdc that the readers had formerly lived 
“in the flesh to the lusts of man,” but from their “former lusts” had been 
redeemed from their “vain manner of life handed down from \their\ 
fathers,” and had become (not continued to be) sons of Abraham.*^ Further- 
more, the districts to which especial emphasis is given— Pontus, Galada, 
Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia — ^were for the most part the scenes of Paul’s 
labours. And finally, Silvanus — ^Acts prefers the variant Silas — ^had been a 
companion, not of Peter, but of Paul.® Mark, too, not only according to 
Acts, but as attested by Paul himself, had been at one time associated with 
Paul.® It is safe to say that were it not for the opening words, “Peter, an 
aposde of Jesus Christ, to the elect,” Peter would never have been suggested 
as the author; rather it would probably have been considered the production 
of some later Paulinist, To be sure, Bernhard Weiss sought to maintain its 
authenticity by making it earlier than Romans and Ephesians — he freely 
admitted the literary dependence. This would entirely overturn our vievv^ 
of early Christian history. Paul’s gospel would then have come from Peter; 
his claim in Galadans that he did not receive it from men would be 
grossly untrue; his proud boast that he had not laboured in another’s prov- 
ince quite unfounded; his very habit of writing letters, as well as their 
form, borrowed; his characteri2:ation of Peter as an aposde to the circum- 

®GaI. 2:7 f. 

*Cf. also Hermas, Sim, This view finds its culmination in Augustine's conception of 

the City of God. 

’I Pet- 1:14,18; 2:9 3 : 5 ; 4:2 

•ll Cor. 1:19; I Thes. 1:1; II Thes. i;i; and the frequent references in Acts between Paul's 
departure from Antioch (Acts 15:40) and arnTal at Corinth (18:5). 

*Col. 4:10; Philm. 24. 
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dsion absurd. This quixotic view has received no supporters and may be 
safely disregarded. 

On the other hand, to consider it from the pen of Peter, but later than 
Paul, is scarcely less difficult. Almost nothing is known of Peter, despite 
the many legends that at an early date enveloped him. The friction between 
Paul and Peter at Antioch^^ should probably not be magnified into a life- 
long feud; none the less, that Peter later turned into a completely colourless 
and subservient Paulinist is, to say the least, improbable. Then again, there 
is an almost complete absence in the epistle of those references to the say- 
ings and doings of Jesus, which, according to Papias, as quoted by Euse- 
bius, were wont to form the burden of Peter’s preaching. Nor should this 
silence be construed a sober guaranty of genuineness; one of the reasons 
for challenging II Peter is not that that author refers to his pretended com- 
panionship with Jesus, but the way he refers to it. And fin^y, the diction 
of the episde — ^it is excellent and idiomatic Greek, evidencing even fewer 
Hebraisms than do the letters of Paul — and the fact that for the author 
the Septuagint is the Bible discourage the notion that it was the composition 
of the Galilean fisherman who needed an interpreter on Greek soil. Nor 
is this difficulty to be side-stepped by assuming that this is a translation— 
perhaps by Silvanus — of Peter’s Aramaic. It will indeed be a lusty transla- 
tion enthusiast who will be able to detect the phenomenon here. Aware of 
these difficulties but reluctant to give up the traditional authorship, several 
critics have adopted a mediating position. Although Peter was the source 
of the writing, another — Silvanus, Barnabas, both names have been sug- 
gested — ^more skilled in writing was responsible for the actual composition. 
Not only does this conjecture — ^it is surely no more than this— -leave unan- 
swered Peter’s readiness to appear in Pauhne garb — ^presumably he would 
have had the letter read to him before it was sent I — ^but it is shivered by 
the manifestly late date of the writing. If any tradition about Peter is to 
be trusted, it is the one of his martyrdom in the days of Nero. To save the 
authenticity, Ramsay was ready to challenge this tradition. But since the 
episde its^ does not appear to be earlier than 100 aj)., this courageous 
skepticism appears unnecessary. By that date Peter was presumably neither 
dictating nor approving letters. Thus the epistle’s claim — ^in any form — ^to 
be Petrine must be denied. The question as to how Peter’s name became 
associated with it may be reserved for the moment. 

The reasons for inclining to a date not earlier than 100 aj). arc easily 
stated. First, the clear use of the Pauline episdes, especially Romans and 
Ephesians. If the view of Ephesians, advocated in a previous chapter, be 
accepted, the matter is certain. But even if Ephesians be considered genuine, 
the difficulty is not removed. Individual churches might in the years shordy 
after Paul’s death have such letters as he had written them, but it is far 

“Gal, 2111-14, 

Hist, Ecd. iii,39,i5. 
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from likely that any considerable interchange or circulation of letters had 
taken place. Again, the warning that the elders arc to tend the flock in a 
seemly manner, not for “filthy lucre,’* in so practical a letter suggests that 
this was not prompted solely by the fear that such misconduct might arise 
but that it actually had. It is precisely of a piece with the warnings in the 
Pastorals and the later Didache,^^ and sounds like the later days, when, as 
is unfortunately always the case with any new movement, positions of 
authority tend to attract those who would have kept aloof in the earlier 
days of privation. Perhaps the mythical descent of Christ into the lower 
world should be mentioned here. The theme is an old one. Had not 
Orpheus, Odysseus, .^neas, the Babylonian Ishtar, and the Mandean Ebbil- 
Ziwa had similar adventures? That in this allusion we have simply the 
transference of an older story, common in the salvation myths, perhaps 
influenced by Eph. 4:9, to Jesus, is obvious; none the less, it appears to be 
the product of Christian reflection upon the scope and sweep of Christ’s 
saving work, and is scarcely probable during the early years. Again, the 
burden of the epistle is the way Christians are to endure persecution. The 
author is no fanatic; he does not revel in the stupendous numbers of those 
who have died, as does the author of the Apocalypse. None the less, it is 
perfectly clear that the persecution which is even now raging^^ is directed 
against Christians as such (4:16), precisely as was the case in the days of 
Justin Martyr. Nor is there any reason to feel that this is a new attitude. 
Bacon is quite within the facts when he says, “No candid historical exegesis 
can remove the figure of the Roman magistrate from I Pet. c. 4 as the 
inflicter of such penalties.”^^ Christians undoubtedly perished at Rome at 
the hands of Nero, but not so much because of their profession as to pro- 
vide a scapegoat and thus to appease the infuriated Romans who were look- 
ing— jusdy or unjustly — at Nero as the one responsible for the burning of 
the city. To be sure, later Christians might — ^and did — see in this act of 
Nero a persecution of Christianity as such, but that that act of Nero’s 
explains the attitude of I Peter is utterly improbable. It may, however, have 
been the cause of the Christian practice to refer to Rome as Babylon — 
surely that is what is meant in the words, “She that is in Babylon, elect to- 
gether with you, saluteth you.” Much has been written about the perse- 
cution of Christians by Domitian. In a previous chapter doubt has been 
expressed about the reality of this persecution. In the days of Trajan, how- 
ever, we have definite and unimpeachable first-hand information that, in 
Asia Minor at least, the fact of being a Christian was considered a crime 
punishable by death. The correspondence between Pliny, the governor of 
Bithynia— one of the very provinces mentioned in the opening words of 
I Peter— and the emperor (about in aj>.) evidences that, while no system- 

“ Especially Did. 1 1-15. C£. the same note in the Johannine ejf^es (sec bdow p. 350). 

“Cf. especially I Pet. 4:12,19. 

“ Bacon, An Introduction to the New Testament, p. 156. 
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atic persecution was being carried out, nor use made o£ spies or informers 
to smoke Christians out, when discovered by lawful means they were liable 
to punishment and were executed. This appears to me to give a definite 
clue to the date of the epistle. Although the epistle is most probably intended 
for all Christians everywhere, the fact that five provinces of Asia Minor 
are mentioned cannot be overlooked. It may well be that the mention of 
any distinct groups was suggested by this practice in the letters of Paul. 
None the less, the choice of precisely these Asia Minor provinces suggests 
the possibility that, while all Christians were being addressed, those in Asia 
Minor who were even then known to be undergoing the ‘‘fiery trial” were 
in the author’s especial view. On the other hand, a date much later than 
150 A.D. for the episde has seemed to most scholars improbable because of 
its clear use in the epistle of Poly carp to the Philippians. Furthermore, 
Eusebius, when speaking of Papias, whose works have, unfortunately, disap- 
peared, says : “The same author [/.^.^ Papias] made use of testimonies from 
the first epistle of John and likewise from that of Peter.”^® Thus the most 
probable date for the episde would appear to be between 95 and 115 a.d., 
perhaps nearer the latter than the former date. It is not impossible that 
the greeting already referred to, “She that is in Babylon, elect together with 
you,”^® suggests that the author was a member of the church in Rome. 

Thus it would appear to me probable that the author was a Roman Chris- 
tian who, though he wrote nearly half a century after the death of Paul, 
had drunk deeply from that well. Desirous of nerving his fellow Christians, 
especially in view of the gloomy news from Asia Minor, he wrote them 
this stirring and inspiring message. In keeping with the tradition of his 
day the support of a great name from the past was of advantage. That of 
Paul would have been the natural one for him; Paul, however, had left too 
many letters behind; the differences in style would be too obvious. Peter 
too had suffered, and even more grievously than Paul. No letters from his 
pen were extant. Knowing the tradition of Peter’s need of an interpreter, he 
allows Silvanus — ^a contemporary of both Peter and Paul — ^to occupy the 
role of amanuensis even as Tertius and others had been for Paul. Perhaps 
the same tradition which Papias knew joining Mark’s name to Peter’s 
explains the greeting — another Pauline touch — ^from “Mark my son.” In a 
word, Paul’s numerous letters provided him at once with the instrument 
and content of his message. The daring suggestion of Harnack that i:i and 
5:12-14 were not from the author’s pen, but later additions perhaps by the 
author of II Peter, has little to commend itself. It is, however, by no means 
impossible — ^in fact it is even probable — ^that the Roman presbyter has em- 
ployed an earlier sermon which he has here revamped into this general 
epistle. 

Bed* 

"I Pet. 5:13. 



Chapter XXXII 
THE EPISTLE OF JAMES 


There are few more puzzling writings than this which bears the name of 
“James, a slave of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ,” and consequendy 
few which have provoked more widely divergent views. Although it did 
not gain an assured place in the list of accepted books until a very late date, 
it has been regarded by many, including not a few modern critics, as the 
production of James of Jerusdem, the brother of Jesus, and the earliest of 
all the New Testament writings. Emphasis has been laid upon fancied simi- 
larities to the gospels and the view not infrequently expressed that it pre- 
serves some of the sayings of Jesus in their most primitive form. Others 
have seen it as one of the latest writings to be produced and have dated it 
as late as 150 a.d. Its relationship to the thought of Paul has been constandy 
debated, but no unanimity of opinion has been reached as to the precise re- 
lationship between the two authors. Two penetrating critics^ at the end 
of the last century independently urged that it wzs not the product of a 
Christian pen at all, but was a Jewish writing which was later given a 
Christian touch by interpolation at i:i and 2:1. Although this view has 
been mentioned by all subsequent critics, it has gained few, if any, adher- 
ents; none the less, the absence of distinedy Christian touches in the writing 
has been admitted by most critics. More recendy A. Meyer argued that the 
framework is not only Jewish, but that it was originally a sort of onomas- 
ticon reading, “Jacob to the twelve patriarchs,” and of much the same gen- 
eral nature as the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs^ save that instead 
of the various characters being distinctiy named they were represented (al- 
legorically) by the meanings which their names had suggested to those who, 
like Philo, had laid great emphasis on this type of fanciful exegesis. Nor is 
this thesis so bizarre as a bare statement would suggest. That such work 
was done is abundandy proved by Meyer. The volume® is a lasting addition 
to the Jacobean literature. 

As has been frequendy pointed out, the writing is in no sense a letter. 
The barest salutation (that this is an original part of the writing has fre- 
quendy been questioned) is followed by no greeting nor indication that any 
special group is before the writer’s eye. Furthermore, the writing ends without 

^ F. Spitta, Der Brief des fa^ohm, and h. Massebieau, ‘‘L’^pltre de Jacques cst die roeuTre d'un 
Chretien?*" in the JRet/ue de VHistdre des Religions, xxxii, 1895, pp. 249'383. 

* Das Ratsel des Jacobusbriefes, 1930. 
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warning, without even a pretext of conclusion. It may be called an epistle 
(in the technical sense, in contrast to a letter) ; actually perhaps the designa- 
tion of it as a religious and moral tract is happiest.® That the writing is 
deeply indebted, so far as style is concerned, to the diatribe, the common 
form of popular moral address to be heard on the street corner of any Greek 
(or Hellenistic) city from the days of Bion of Borysthenes, and the almost 
habitual mode employed by the Cynic-Stoic preachers, is generally admitted.^ 
It is destitute of structure as the many and different analyses painfully 
reveal. It is largely made up of pithy reflections or counsels for right living. 
These are but loosely strung together. Occasionally one suggests another. 
Thus the statement, “Of his own will he brought us forth by the word of 
truth” (1:18), probably accounts for the next paragraph in which after a 
mention of being “swift to hear” the “unplanted word” (1:21) is referred to 
and is made the basis for the repeated admonition to be doers of the word as 
well as hearers (1:22 jff.). Or again a play on words or the repetition of a 
previous word may occasionally accoimt for the joining of two successive 
sentences.® On the other hand, there are other cases where no discernible 
connection is to be discovered. The most conspicuous of these is the warning 
against swearing (5:12), which joins naturally neither to what precedes nor 
to what follows. 

Thus it may be safely said that there was no one great problem or crisis 
which called forth the writing, but that its purpose is simply to edify such 
readers as may chance to sec it. None the less, there is one emphasis which 
recurs throughout the writing and which serves more or less to hold the 
various admonitions together, namely, a vigorous and blunt hatred of sham 
and smug pretence. One’s profession and one’s conduct must square. It is 
this which called forth the forthright and uncompromising criticism of what 
he calls “faith without works,” or of being hearers of the word, but not 
doers. It is only as one keeps his feet solidly on the ground and shows his 
genuine acceptance of the law of God by his conduct that he can hope to 
draw nigh to God and thus keep himself “unspotted from the world.” 
The severely practical purpose of the writer to shake his readers free from 
their quite imwarranted complacency is indicated by the hortatory style of 
the writing. In a bare 108 verses nearly sixty imperatives occur. Nor is it 
necessary to assume that all his admonitions arc here coined anew. It has 
often been pointed out that the Greek which is back of “every good gift and 

* This is the term employed by Kopes, ICC James, This is one of the finest volumes in this 
useful, if uneven, series. 

* For a general descripdon of this form of address, see The Ethics of Paul, pp. 41 S,, and for 
a detailed discussion of James as an example of the diatribe Ropes, ICC James, pp. 10-18. 

®F.g., xodpciy (“greeting,” i:i) and xocpdp (“joy,” i;a); Xwcdfievoi (“lacking,” 1:4) and 
\thrtroa ("lacketh,” 1:5). These examples could be multiplied, especially in the first part of 
the writing. 
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every perfect present’*® is essentially a hexameter and is very probably a 
quotation. It appears to me quite probable that such words as “Blessed is the 
man that endureth temptation” (1:12), or, “Let no man say when he is 
tempted, I am tempted of God” (1:13), or, “But let every man be swift to 
hear, slow to speak, slow to wrath” (1:19), may well have belonged to the 
store of proverbs or familiar sayings known alike to the author and to his 
contemporaries. But to see the writing as a mere compilation of such proverbs 
is quite wrong. 

While an ordered analysis of the argument is impossible— for there is none 
— ^and, as has been already said, the same material might have been articulated 
in almost any other order, the phrase, “my brethren,” repeated nine times,"^ 
serves perhaps to mark the transitions, or at least provides as satisfactory a 
sign of division as any we could artificially make for this writing, of which 
Luther once exclaimed, “In one breath he talks of clothes, in the next of 
anger.”® After the salutation (1:1) follows a word about the value of tempta- 
tion which proves a man, making possible stedfastness, which in turn helps 
to produce completeness of character when accompanied by prayer which 
“nothing doubts.” Far from poverty being a hindrance it is a distinct blessing, 
hence let the rich man glory when he is made low. Endurance in temptations 
— ^which are never to be ascribed to God, but always to the enticing power 
of man’s own lusts — ^brings the crown of life which has been promised by 
God (1:2-18). Hearing is better than speaking, but hearing alone without 
doing is not enough. Genuine religion consists in good deeds and freedom 
from the taint of the world, especially present in the unbridled tongue 
(1:19-27). Yet these good deeds are useless if occasioned by toadying to the 
rich — who are actually your enemies — ^and a neglect of the poor. Such action 
cancels one part of the law and hence makes us guilty of all (2:1-13). But 
faith (which I have said is proved by temptation and must not be held “with 
respect of persons”) without works is useless as is evidenced on the one hand 
by the faidtless “faith” of demons, on the other by the fact that Abraham 
and Rahab were justified not by their faith, but by their works (2:14-26). 
The admonition, “Be not many of you teachers,” serves to introduce another 
and fuller warning against the perils of the tongue, as illustrated (para- 
bolically) from nature itself. Let one’s vidsdom be evidenced by a genuine 
goodness (rather than by talk) which is to be characterized by meekness and 
peaceableness, qualities which come from God, not from the world. “Draw 
nigh to God, and he will draw nigh to you” (3:1-4:10). Renounce alike 
quarrels with your brethren — God alone is judge— and the unwarranted 
confidence in the future evidenced by the merchant who ever embarks with- 
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out an “if the Lord will ” To these warnings is appended another scalding 
denunciation of the rich (4:11-5:6). The nearness of the Lord’s coming and 
the blessings which crowned the patient endurance of the prophets and Job 
alike encourage us to patience and mutual forbearance (5:7-11). Oaths are 
to be eschewed. In suffering, pray; in joy, sing praises; in sickness, call for 
the elders to enjoy their prayers and anointing which will aid and (if the 
sickness be a result of sin) will bring God’s forgiveness, for prayer, as evi- 
denced by Elijah, is a mighty power (5:12-18). He who converts a sinner 
from the error of his ways will himself be richly blessed (5:19-20). As already 
remarked, there is no conclusion. 

That there is a surprising absence of distinctly Christian touches in this 
writing has been often commented upon. Jesus is named but twice, and in 
the latter passage (2:1) the reference is distincdy awkward. There is no 
mention, direct or by implication, of the death of Christ. That the coming 
of the Lord will bring blessing is clearly implied (5:7), although it is not 
specifically designated salvation. It is possible — ^to my mind probable^that 
most of the references to the Lord are to be understood of Christ rather than 
of God, but with the possible exception of 5 :7 it is quite impossible to prove 
that they could not have been written by a Jew of Jehovah. As was remarked 
in the opening paragraph, this absence of distinctively Christian touches has 
led some critics to the view that the writing was from the pen of a Jew and 
that it was later adapted by a Christian, Much can be said for the view. The 
superficial resemblance to words in our gospels^ is not impressive. The real 
objection lies in the assumption that any Christian who sought to take this 
Jewish writing over should have been content with such meagre and am- 
biguous additions. To my mind it is far easier to see the writing produced 
by a Jewish Christian, spontaneously stressing those qualities of life which 
appeared to him essential, and, since he knew himself to be a Christian, 
untroubled by the necessity of giving his products distinctive badges. Fur- 
thermore, it is to be observed that the absence of reference to dietary laws, 
Sabbath observance, circumcision, or duties peculiar to Judaism should not 
be overlooked by those who seek to classify the writing on the basis of 
superficial badges. Aside from the fact that the notion that this episdc was 
originally a Jewish writing and only later decked out with a few wisps of 
Christian finery is sheer assumption and without the vestige of external 
attestation, stands a positive indication that the epistle was from the pen of 
a Christian, namely, the obvious contrast in 2:14-26 to the Pauline view of 
faith and works. That the epistle is primarily an attack on Paul or that this 
section is the kernel of the writing may safely be denied. None the less, there 
is a contrast which is significant, and probably deliberate. Our author shows 
no comprehension of Paulas doctrine of salvation through faith. For him 

•Notably Jas. 5:12; cf. Matt. 5:37. 
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faith and works are inseparable. It is not that he is denying the need of 
faith/^ but that he is attacking those who were excusing themselves from 
works on the flimsy pretense of having faith. Faith without works is dead. 
Paul might well have agreed, for he emphasized ethical conduct as highly as 
did James, but he would have preferred to call these works "fruits of the 
spirin’* Paul stigmatizes “works of the law,” but these are not what James 
is contending for. Finally, what James derides as a dead faith Paul would 
have indignandy denied was faith at all. To see the words, “But wilt thou 
know, O vain man, that faith apart from works is barren as an attack 
upon Paul is grotesque, and evidences a total ignorance of the style of the 
diatribe. The whole section is simply part of his attempt to stir from their 
smugness indolent Christians who are inclined to apologize for their dis- 
inclination to active works by citing their perfect faith. But that Christians 
were wont to make such apologies as a result of a mistaken understanding 
of what Paul had meant by faith and its sufficiency appears to me undeniable. 
In his own day Paul had found this teaching constantly misunderstood and 
requiring pointed correction. That James recognized that the source of this 
type of conduct was Paul’s teaching and that accordingly he was setting 
himself either against Paul or against those mistakenly citing Paul appears 
to me far from certain. Surely his reference to Abraham and Rahab exactly 
reverses Paul’s argument in Gal. 2:16 and Rom. 3:28, nor should the repeated 
denial that a man is “justified” (not “saved”) by faith alone be overlooked; 
yet that he had these passages in mind or had ever read any letter of Paul’s 
by no means follows. How any man could have read a dozen pages of Paul 
without realizing that they were in substantial agreement with his own posi- 
tion is to me inconceivable. Accordingly, I am inclined to feel that the con- 
trast between faith and works evidences the fact that our epistle was written 
after Paul’s death at a time when Paul’s views were being misconstrued and 
that thus our epistle was written by a Christian, not a Jew— 'for surely then 
the attack upon Paul would have been unmistakable! — but that any attempt 
to sec in this transparently honest hatred of sham and this attempt to get 
down to the brass tacks of religion more than an indignant protest against 
the habit of glossing over moral unfruitfulness by the repetition of pious but 
windy phrases — ^wherever culled— is totally unwarranted. 

The writing purports to be from the pen of “James, a servant of God and 
of the Lord Jesus Christ” and to be directed to “the twelve tribes which are 
of the Dispersion.” That this latter clause is to be interpreted in the sense of 
“Jews (or Christian Jews) living outside Palestine” is utterly improbable. 
The reference to the “twelve tribes” simply evidences the early Christian 
habit of referring to themsdyes as the spiritual Israel, the true descendants of 
Abraham, while the reference to the dispersion expresses the conviction 

for exam|de^ Ja?. 1:3; au. 
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(already commented upon in I Peter) that Christians, wherever they might 
dwell on earth, were absent from their true home. Ropes^® has neatly para- 
phrased this clause of the greeting: “To that body of Twelve Tribes, the new 
Israel, which has its centre in Heaven, and whose members, in whatever 
place on the earth they may be, are all equally away from home and in the 
dispersion.” Thus the writing is to be seen as intended for no particular 
group of Christians, geographical or racial, but for all Christians into whose 
hands it may chance to come. 

The earliest opinion as to the identity of this “James” was expressed by 
Origen^^ in the early part of the third century. Origen’s view that the author 
was James the brother of Jesus became the traditional one, although a few 
scattering votes have been registered for James the son of Zebedee or for 
James the son of Alphaeus. For the latter two it is sujEcient to say that this is 
sheer assumption without the slightest vestige of probability and that no 
Protestant scholar has ever sought to defend the thesis. On the contrary, it 
was long felt that Origen’s view was correct. Was not James the head of the 
Jerusalem church.? Had he not been out of sympathy with some of Paul’s 
views ,? Was not its tone (at once strongly Jewish, but somehow reminiscent 
of words of Jesus) most natural in the mouth of the doughty head of the 
Jerusalem church who had caused Peter to risk a clash with Paul rather than 
incur rebuke.? Yet there are so many weighty arguments against this hypoth- 
esis that most scholars have rejected it together with that of its early date. 
It is incredible that had James, who was not only an apostle and head of the 
influential Jerusalem group, but also the brother of Jesus, permed the letter 
that it would have remained unnoticed for nearly two centuries. Further- 
more, traditions are preserved of James both by Josephus and Hegesippus; 
he appears to have b^n highly honoured in Ebionite circles; yet there is no 
trace of a tradition ascribing to him the authorship of this or any other 
writing. That James should have been acquainted with the style of the 
diatribe is perhaps possible, but that he should have v^ritten in Greek, and 
in such fluent and excellent Greek, second only to Hebrews among the writ- 
ings of the New Testament, is scarcely likely. Nor is there the slightest 
probability that it is a translation from Aramaic. The free vivacious style, 
the occasional plays upon words, alliterations, and the general freshness of 
style are decisive. Another argument is more complex. If what has been said 
above with regard to the relationship between this writing and the thought 
of Paul is substantially correct, the traditional authorship is excluded. There 
is not the slightest sign of the clash or difEerence in attitude over the Jewish 
law which we are justified in seeing between Paul and the historical James 

*®See p. 323. 

“7CC James, pp. 125 f. 

^Pcrliaps the phrase “and brother of James** (Jude x) is to be seen as evidenanfir a similar 
imderstanding. 
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not only in Acts, but in Galatians, but rather clear evidence of a decided 
opposition to a later current misinterpretation of one phase of Paul’s teaching 
Thus the notion that the epistle was written before Paul and James had com 
into conflict is manifestly absurd. James would then be reflecting a watered 
down view of Paul’s before the latter had even enunciated it; would be doing 
it in a general epistle for all Christians everywhere before Paul’s letters to 
individual churches had set the style for Christian writing; and, though a 
brother of Jesus with ample material at hand to point his admonitions, 
would hold himself so scrupulously aloof from any reference to that burning 
personality that his writing could seriously be considered non-Christian. 

That actually the author’s name was James, but that he was not the famous 
James of Jerusalem, has occasionally been suggested, but has litde to com- 
mend it. If written after the first period of Christianity was over, the mention 
of James with no further qualifications would naturally have suggested but 
one figure. That the vwriting is, therefore, to be considered as pseudonymous 
and that the author intended for it the authority of this great name of the 
past, but without attempting to impersonate this James, appears to me 
probable. 

There is litde or no evidence which would justify more than a vague guess 
as to date. That it is pox^-Pauline and from a time when the clash between 
Jewish and gentile Christians has subsided may be taken for granted. Origen’s 
guess that it was from the pen of James of Jerusalem would seem to indicates 
that it was written long before his time, hence not likely after 150 a.d. Many 
competent scholars are convinced that I Peter, I Clement, and (especially) 
the Shepherd of Hermas evidence knowledge of this epistle, and accordingly 
date it before 100 a.d. The evidence does not appear to me to warrant such a 
conclusion. Furthermore, if such is the case, the problem of its subsequent 
drop from view is made all the more inexplicable. To find indications of a 
very late date in the sorry, but not unusual, plight that some Christians are 
in is quite unwarranted. Paul was confronted with precisely the same prob- 
lems, but the same can be said of all subsequent moralists. Again, the appar- 
ent expectation that the Parousia is near at hand does not incline one to too 
late a date. That view apparently had declined with the years. None the less, 
occasional Christians in the second century and even later gave expression to 
it. If it be felt that the author recognizes Paul as the source of the unfortunate 
break between faith and works, it would appear probable that that would 
preclude a date much if any below 125 aj)., for by diat time Paul’s fame was 
sufficient to cause a subsequent writer to be on his guard against appearing 
to clash with the great apostle. But even if, as argued above, this recognition 
is not likely, none the less each yesir after 125 aj>. renders unfamiliarity with 
the teachings of Paul the more surprising. Thus the evidence scarcely war- 
rants a closer dating than the years between 70-125 aj>. 

Nor can we be more definite as to the place from which he wrote. Both 
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Rome and some Palestinian city have been often suggested. The argument 
for Rome on the basis of fancied use of the episde by I Clement or Hermas 
is, as already suggested, most uncertain. Nor docs the strong Jewishness of 
the writer argue at all for Palestine. In all likelihood he was a Jew, but all 
Jews did not live in Palestine then any more than they do now. On the 
other hand, the allusion to the “early and latter rain” (5:7) appeared to 
Ropes to indicate Palestine, for “only in Palestine among the countries that 
come in question do the seasonal conditions produce the intensity of anxious 
hope to which this verse refers.”^® Is it too fanciful to see in the fact that 
Origen was the first writer to mention James a possible indication that he 
had discovered it in Caesarea, where it had remained unnoticed, at least by 
the outside world, for a century.? 

In conclusion, the writing is to be seen as a tract in epistolary form, in- 
tended for no particular group of Christians, written by an unknown Chris- 
tian teacher^® who was himself of Jewish birth, perhaps from Caesarea during 
the period of comparative quiet between the end of the Jewish war (66-73 
AJ>.) and the abortive rebellion under Bar Cochba (132-135 a.i>.). Contem- 
porary literary custom would make conceivable the publishing of the epistle 
under a false name, not to impersonate James, but solely to gain his authority. 
In this remote part of the empire it remained unnoticed for a hundred years; 
then, perhaps through the discovery by Origen, it became known to the 
Greek church and, with its claim of Jacobean authorship and with nothing 
unworthy of the name, it gradually came into use, and, though unmentioned 
in the West until the second half of the fourth century, soon thereafter be- 
came assured of a place in the canon by the work of Jerome and Augustine. 

* ICC fames, p. 42. 

“ “Be not many of you teachers . . , knowing that we shall receive heavier judgment” — 
Jas. 3:1. 



Chapter XXXIII 
THE EPISTLE OF JUDE 


The purpose of this brief and unpretentious writing is crystal-clear. It is a 
sharp warning to “them that are called” (1-2) to guard the faith “which was 
once for all delivered to the saints” against a group of /7^tf«t/o-Christians who 
are bitterly denounced as basely denying “our only Master and Lord, Jesus 
Christ” (3,4). Their views and licentious conduct alike are abominable. Their 
impending doom, suggested by the fate of the evil workers — ^angelic and 
human alike — ^in the past (5-7) whom they actually surpass in baseness (8-1 1), 
is certain. Then after a further characterization of them couched in vivid 
pictorial language — -“shepherds that without fear feed themselves,” “clouds 
without water,” “autumn trees vrithout fruit” (12-16) — ^follows a brief warn- 
ing to the faithful to remain unshaken in their obedience to the words for- 
merly spoken by the “apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ” (17-23). An unusu- 
ally impressive doxology (24-25) brings the writing to a close. 

The two principal problems raised by this writing are: (i) its relationship 
to II Peter, (2) the identification of the errorists. That there is a real literary 
dependence between Jude and II Peter is certain. Although occasional at- 
tempts have been made to explain II Peter as the earlier writing, scholars are 
almost unanimous today in reversing the relationship and in regarding 
II Peter as the result of deliberate and barefaced copying. This question and 
its implications may be more profitably reserved for the next chapter. 

Sure identification of the errorists is probably impossible, but some of 
their characteristics are clear. To see them as backsliding Christians is surely 
wrong. To be sure, their description as “hidden rocks in your love-feasts” (12) 
implies that they are not openly anti-Christian. The words. 

And on some have mercy, who are in. doubt; and some save, snatching them out 
of the fire; and on some have mercy with fear; hating even the garment spotted 
by the flesh,^ 

would seem to imply that some of them at least are on the border line. This 
should not obscure the fact that they show indubitable siniilarities to the 
second-century Gnostics. The characterization of them as “they who make 
separations, sensual, having not the Spirit”^ is surely not to be understood 
in the sense that they were mere trouble-makers, but that they classified 

^ Jude aa f, 

• Jude 19 — ^irvxucolf •Kv^fia nii 
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men as psychiJ{oi (ordinary, unillumined men) and pn€umati\oi (“spiritual,” 
i.e,. Gnostics) in genuinely Gnostic fashion. If, as seems probable, the con- 
cluding phrase of verse 4 is to be translated “denying our only Master and 
Lord, Jesus Christ,” it would appear that they held Docetic views, distin- 
guishing between the man Jesus and the Christ who technically subsumed 
him.® The words, “set at nought dominion, and rail at dignities (glories),”^ 
and “these rail at whatsoever things they know not,”® may plausibly be 
understood in the sense that they scoffed at the Old Testament and regarded 
the figures, including Jehovah himself, that those writings magnified, as of 
inferior position if not actually evil. Claiming a superior wisdom, they flat- 
tered the rich, trafficked in filthy dreams and visions, and were guilty of 
horrid immorality and unnatural vices. Thus there would seem to be litde 
ground for denying that these reprehensible individuals are to be regarded 
as belonging to the groups generally dubbed Gnostic. On the other hand, the 
attacks are too general to warrant the application to them of the name of 
any of the famed Gnostic leaders known to us from the second- and third- 
century fathers, although this has not infrequently been attempted. Some 
have regarded them as akin to the Baalamites referred to in the Apocalypse,® 
others to the Cainites or Marcosians mentioned by Irenaeus."^ Clement of 
Alexandria, in describing the unbridled and promiscuous sexual practices of 
the Carpocratians, sees a prophetic reference to them in Jude 8-i6a which he 
expressly quotes,® 

The fact that these errorists may with all confidence be called Gnostics, 
although our too scanty knowledge of the exact views of the various groups, 
known to us only from vague and often probably ill-informed references by 
their opponents, makes it profitless to try for a closer designation, would seem 
to preclude for the episde a date earlier than 100 aj >. Nor is this conclusion 
based solely upon the nature of those attacked. The apostolic age is now long 
past, as is evidenced by the admonition to “remember the words which have 
been spoken before by the apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ.”® The fact that 
these errorists are spoken of as “0/ old written of beforehand,”^® while not de- 
cisive, appears to point in the same direction. Even more significant is the 
fact that faith is referred to in the ^t>j?-Pauline sense of the Pastorals as a 
deposit to be kept. Thus the author can speak of the “faith which was once 
for all delivered unto the saints.”^^ An objective creed to be kept, it may be 

®For a fuller discussion of this Gnostic distinction sec pp. 344-346. 

*Jude 8. 

“Jude 10. 

*Cf. Rev. 2:14,20,24. 
adv, Haer. 1,31 andi,i3-2i. 

* Strom. iii,2 (cad). 

*Jude 17. 

“Jude 4. 

“Jude 3. 
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referred to as “your most holy faith.”^^ On the other hand, to try to force a 
reference to the destruction of Jerusalem from verse 5 is certainly unwise. Nor 
does the fact that both the Assumption of Moses^^ and the book of 
Enoch^'* are cited prove a late date, for since these writings were prechris- 
tian and, at least in certain circles, in high repute, there is no convincing 
reason why even an apostle should not have cited them. None the less, the 
fact that in the Christian writings which can with confidence be ascribed 
to the first century these apocrypha are not cited, while in this wridng, which 
on other grounds appears to be late, there are at least two and perhaps 
four such allusions is not to be neglected. The first mention of the writing 
is in the Muratorian canon { ca . 170 a.d.) . The earliest of the fathers to refer 
to it were Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria, and Origen. Thus we will 
hardly err in dating the writing in the period between 100 and 160 aj>. Any 
closer dating would appear sheer guesswork. 

With regard to the author little more need be said. If the conclusions of the 
preceding paragraph regarding the date be accepted, Jude, the brother of 
James and hence of Jesus,^® is definitely excluded. Eusebius^® twice repeats 
“an ancient story,’* which he attributes to Hegesippus, which recounts how 
Domitian arrested the grandsons of Jude, but later, convinced by their 
obvious poverty and humble station that they constituted no menace, released 
them. Whether the story rests upon any foundation in fact or not, the words, 
“Now there still survived of the family of the Lord grandsons of Jude, who 
was said to have been his brother according to the flesh, and they were 
delated as being of the family of David,” surely suggest that Jude himself 
and those of his own generation were not alive. Furthermore, the fact already 
commented upon that the first mention of the writing which we have does 
not antedate 170 ajd, and that even then it was but grudgingly accepted^*^ is 
decisive against the view that it was penned by a man who was not only a 
brother of the famed James of Jerusalem, but of Jesus himself. Nor should 
it be forgotten that the reference to “the aposdes of our Lord Jesus Christ” 
who had “spoken before” (v. 17) not only indicates a late date for the wridng 
but renders improbable the notion that the author himself was one of that 
group or closely connected with it. It has occasionally been suggested tl^at 
the words, “and brother of James,” in the greeting are a later addition and 
that thus the author was actually a second century Christian named Jude, 
later mistakenly identified as the brother of the famous James of Jerusalem. 
This assumption of otherwise unknown individuals bearing the names of 
especially famous earlier heroes— Jude, James, John— who produced in their 

“ Jude 20. 

“ Jude 9- Origen (de Trine* recognizes the dependence here. 

“Jude 14 f. 

“ Mark 6:3. 

“ Hist. Eccl. iiijip f. and iu,32,5. 

"Eusebius, Hist. Ecd. ii,23^5; iii,a5,3; Jerome, de Viris inL 4. 
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own name writings which were later skilfully transformed by a word here 
or line there into apostolic writings appears to me far less probable than the 
assumption, surely no less arbitrary, that the writings were originally pseu- 
donymous and that the several authors sought, in keeping with ancient cus- 
tom, to gain for their productions the support of names from the past so 
revered that few epithets were necessary for them. Why the authors chose the 
particular heroes they did is impossible at this late date to settle. It is not 
unreasonable to assume that in the case of this epistle the author was a 
Christian to whom the memory of James of Jerusalem was most congenial. 
Nor does it appear to me unlikely that he may even have known the epistle 
that bore this name and on the basis of it modelled his own word of greet- 
ing, himself adding “and brother of James.” It would be by no means im- 
possible that this phrase actually was of weight in attaining for the later 
writing the place in the Muratorian canon that the earlier (James) failed to 
achieve. 

We know far too little about the “realms of influence” in the early church 
to make particularly valuable or impressive any guess as to where this name- 
less enthusiast for James lived. Palestine, Syria, Egypt, Asia Minor have all 
been suggested. But, as to so many other questions, an answer would be sheer 
guesswork. The readers — ^‘‘[they] that are called, beloved in God the Father, 
and kept for Jesus Christ”— are all Christians everywhere. That is, there 
would not seem any compelling reason to assume any especial group for 
whom the writing is particularly intended. The epistolary form is artificial. It 
is then a general tract, the outcome of the author’s indignation at the antics 
of men who are outraging the church of God. 



Chapter XXXW 

THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER 


The purpose of this writing, too, is easily seen and as easily stated. It is not 
a mere attack on the false teachers described in chapter 2, nor is it, as is often 
said, the desire to prove Peter and Paul in substantial agreement. Rather, the 
purpose is to reestablish faith in the Parousia, to stop the mouths of those who 
are sneering, “Where is the promise of his coming? for from the day that the 
fathers fell asleep, all things continue as they were from the beginning o£ 
the creation.”^ In the guise of the apostle Peter, whom the author seeks 
crudely to impersonate, the attempt is made to reestablish this waning faith, 
in a clever but apparendy quite unwarranted way. Instead of meeting his 
opponents on the real point at issue and attempting to refute them on in- 
tellectual or theological groimds, he inveighs against their character by apply- 
ing to them the devastating attack which Jude had made on his opponents. 
Then after stigmatizing them in this stolen lampoon, which had been 
originally penned for a totally different set of men, he concludes : The views 
of such men are completely valueless. To be sure, he makes a half-hearted 
attempt to deny the validity of their skepticism. When they say, “All things 
continue as they were from the beginning of the creation,”^ they arc alike 
wilfully forgetful of the Flood and oblivious to the fact that the world will 
be destroyed in the future by fire. Then by a paraphrase of Psalm 90 ^, ‘Tor a 
thousand years in thy sight are but as yesterday when it is past” — a word 
which has ever been of the greatest comfort to those whose religious calendars 
or sacred arithmetic has gone awry — he makes the best of a bad matter by the 
observation that the long delay in the expressly promised speedy return of 
Christ has been due to God’s long-suffering. He has waited to give a few 
more a chance to share in it. But this long-suffering will soon be past. The 
Parousia will come unexpectedly as a thief in the night. Let his readers be 
prepared. The Transfiguration which he had attended “in the holy mount”^ 
was a foretaste of this coming glory. All the apostles, even Paul, had been in 
harmony in this expectation. 

This work purports to be the work of Peter. Not only do the opening 
words, “Simon Peter, a servant and apostle of Jesus Christ,” attempt to gain 
the authority of a famous name for the views to be expressed— this was a 

Pet. 3:4. 

•n Pet. 3:4. 

•n Pet. i;i8. 
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>^mmon practice in those days, as we have had occasion frequently to ob- 
serve, and is not to be stigmatized as dishonest— but throughout the writing 
the author attempts to masquerade as Peter, He had been with Jesus in the 
“holy (sic!) mount” was soon to die, “even as our Lord Jesus Christ signi- 
fied unto me”® — ^in which latter word the reference to John 21 :i8,i9 is evi- 
dent; he had already written them a former epistle® — obviously I Peter — ^Paul 
is his beloved brother J His attack upon his opponents, as has already been 
remarked, is simply Jude 3-18; but while in that episde the author had op- 
posed contemporaries and had phrased himself in the present tense when 
speaking of those who were then acting basely, our author, trying to be true 
to his masquerade, attempts to throw Jude’s present tenses into the future, 
for these second-century skeptics would appear long after Peter’s demise. 

Litde need be said in denying this unknown’s claims to greatness. They 
break down completely at every point. That the two “Petrine” writings come 
from different pens needs no argument. Style, language, views, claims — ^all 
are totally different. Even Spitta, one of the very few modern critics who 
accepted the authenticity of II Peter, found it necessary to deny it to I Peter, 
for they were so completely at variance. I Peter, while not from the pen of 
Peter, is a writing which commands respect, being obviously the attempt to 
meet a distinct crisis in Christian history by a sincere Christian, confident 
that the historical Peter would have approved it, II Peter is a superficial 
highfalutin attempt to write elegantly by one who constandy displays a com- 
plete lack of even fundamental honesty. As has been already suggested, the 
dependence upon Jude is obvious. Practically the only differences are: (i) that 
II Peter has removed the quotations from the apocryphal writings which 
might have aroused suspicion had they occurred in the mouth of Peter; (2) 
that the later writing attempts to replace Jude’s present tenses with futures to 
maintain the fiction of Peter’s prophetic words.® In several passages II Peter’s 
words are obscure until compared with Jude’s. Then the obscurity vanishes. 
One example will suffice.® Jude had referred to Michael’s unwillingness when 
contending with the devil to bring against him a “railing judgment.”^® 
II Peter, by omitting this specific reference from the Assumption of Moses, 
makes a totally unintelligible reference to angels in general not daring to 
bring railing judgments against equally general dignities. Without further 
ado it may be safely said that the slavish dependence of II Peter upon Jude 
is one of the few theorems of early Christianity to which an unqualified 

MI Pet. 1:18. 

‘'UPet. 1:14. 

®IIPet, 3:1. 

Pet. 3:15. 

^ One need only read 2:10-22 to see how unsuccessful he was in this respect 

* For an excellent summary of the material see MofFatt; Introduction to the Literature of the 
New Testament, pp. 348 ff. 

“ Jude 9. 

Peter 2:11. 
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Q£D, may be suffixed. Were this the only point, it would be sufficient to 
establish the non-Petrine authorship. We do not need to stop to debate the 
point whether it would have been possible for Peter to have stooped to such 
plagiarism or to have sought to demolish folks with whose views he disap- 
proved by attributing to them indiscriminately qualities which, while per- 
haps appropriate to another group, would certaiffiy not have characterized 
all those who in the course of the years came to recognize the improbability 
of the near approach of the end. The matter of date is definitive. We have 
seen perfecdy clear evidence that Jude cannot antedate 100 aj>. and probably 
is to be dated several decades later. Since II Peter used Jude it must be later, 
not improbably considerably later. But other clear indications of late date, 
quite apart from its dependence upon Jude, are present. By his quotation of 
his opponents’ word, “from the day that the fathers fell aslecp,”^^ he inad- 
vertently reveals that the first generation has long since passed. Again, the 
mention of the “holy prophets . . . the Lord . . . and the aposdes,”^® the 
great source of authority for Christian truth and practice in the second- and 
third-century church, points in the same direction. Perhaps most impressive 
of all is the matter-of-fact reference to the letters of Paul. The word, 

Even as our beloved brother Paul also, according to the wisdom given to him, 
wrote unto you; as dso in all his eptsdes, speaking in them of these things; wherein 
are some things hard to be \mderstood, which the ignorant and unstedfast wrest, 
as they do also the other scriptures, unto their own destruction,^^ 

reveals two highly important points. First, the letters of Paul have been col- 
lected and are known to Christians in general. Second, they have come to be 
regarded as Scripture and of equal weight with the Old Testament. Thus, on 
this point alone, any date earlier than 125 aj). is absolutely precluded. On the 
other hand, the cpisde was known to Origen, although it is by no means cer- 
tain that he accepted it as genuine. Eusebius quotes him: “And Peter . . , has 
left one acknowledged episde, and, it may be, a second also, for it is 
doubted.”^^ Thus we cannot go below 200 aj>. in the range of possible dates. 
Probably we shall not err in dating it between 150 and 175 ajj. 

Thus it is to be seen as the pseudonymous production by a writer posing 
as Peter and as the author of I Peter, who incorporates about all of Jude, 
probably then litde known or almost forgotten, to demolish his opponents 
who, he believes, arc denying the belief in the Parousia. Actually his obvious 
lack both of moral standards and of mental ability arouse some suspicion 
even as to the justice of his charge that they were denying the Parousia, By 
the time he wrote the notion of a speedy return in that generation, which, as 
we have already seen, had been the mainspring of early Christianity, had 

“n Pet. 3*.4. 

Pet. 3:2. 

“H Pet. 3:15,16. 

“Hm*. Bed, vi, 25,8. 
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come to be modified. That orthodoxy^® came even in the second century to 
a flat denial of the view is improbable. Rather the lapse of the years and the 
appearance and growth of organized Christianity caused the view to lose 
its central place and to withdraw to the pleasant limbo accorded religious 
views in every generation which have lost their value but not their sanctity. 
That the Lord would return was of course believed (as it is today by the 
majority of Christians), but that the expectation exerted any particular in- 
fluence is doubtful. But then, as now, there may well have been individuals 
who considered the withdrawal of this view from the centre of religious 
t hinki ng an unmitigated evil and who were ready to affirm that those who 
failed to preach every sermon from that text were not only guilty of denying 
the belief in toto, but were of necessity of filthy moral life. The present-day 
group, known as premillennialists, which still continues to afflict the church 
and to make it a laughing-stock to thousands repelled by their crudity and 
ignorance, may well be the spiritual descendants of this unknown author who 
penned this b^k which was not only the last to be written, one of the last 
(if not the last) to gain a place among the canonical writings, and by all odds 
the least deserving to have gained that place or to hold it today. 

There may have been occasional exceptions, as perhaps in the case of the Fourth Gospel. 
See below, pp. 448 f.j c£. also p. 242. 



Chapter XXXV 

THE FIRST EPISTLE OF JOHN 

At first this unpretentious little writing appears to be a group o£ meditations 
or aphorisms without any strict logical sequence. The transitions are not 
clear; again and again the writer reverts to a previous thought with which 
he had apparently finished. This seeming lack of arrangement and plan, the 
constant admonition to love one another, and the frequent address to his 
readers as “my litde children”^ give the impression of the toothless babbling 
of an aged man. But under these soft and woolly verses is a real firmness of 
fibre. It is not a letter, although the occasional “I write” or “I have written”^ 
might give that impression. Actually the term tract, manifesto, or homily 
would better describe it. It is apparently intended for no one church or group 
of churches but for all Christians everywhere, although — and this is of course 
true of all so-called general episdes^ — ^the particular circumstances of some 
one group may have led him to write to all. That the readers are Christians, 
not prospective converts, is clear from such passages as 2 :i2-i4 or the express 
word, “I have not written unto you because ye know not the truth, but be- 
cause ye know it.”® Nor can there be any doubt as to the purpose of the tract. 
It is to urge upon Christians the recognition of the supreme and twofold 
requirement; true faith in Christ and true brotherly love. These two notes 
are constandy stressed, repeated, and — to change the figure — braided to- 
gether. One might almost say that 3:23 is the text of the writing: 

And this is his commandment, that we should believe in the name of his Son 
Jesus Christ, and love one another, even as he gave us commandment. 

Indeed, one scholar has suggested that the present writing is the combination 
of three short addresses (1:5-2:27; 2:28-4:6; 4:7-5.’2i), each of which is based 
on the two points: “fellowship ( KOLvavla) is faith” and “fellowship is love.” 
Whether this analysis is justified appears to me doubtful, but that these two 
themes arc constandy stressed is obvious. Without attempting to add another 
to the many subde analyses and supposed plans whose hie jace^s are to be 
found in Moffatt,^ a survey of the contents may be valuable at this point. 

In the opening words the author sounds a note which is to be the burden 
of the writing, viz,, eternal life, which is fellowship with God and his son 

*^1 John 2:1,12,18,28; 3:7,18; 4:4; 5:21; cf. also 2:13. 

•Cf. I John 1:4; 2:1,12; 5:13. 

•I John 2:21. 

Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, p. 584. 
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Jesus Christ (1:1-4). The message to all Christians heard and known from 
the beginning is “God is light.” If we walk in this light— and this entails 
recognition of sin — ^we have fellou/ship with him and forgiveness through 
his son Jesus Christ (i :5-22). (By these words by implication he makes clear 
that some are denying the possibiHty of their sinning, and hence are hope- 
lessly denying Jesus Christ who came to cleanse from all sin.) Furthermore, 
we \now him if we keep his commandments (2:3-6). He that is in the light 
loveth his brother (2:7-11). Do not ye— fathers, young men, little children— 
who have made so good a beginning allow yourselves to be beguiled by love 
of the world which is even now passing away (2:12-17). last hour 

be on your guard, especially against the many Antichrists who have arisen 
and who would lead you into the darkness by their denial that Jesus is the 
Christ. Against them stand firm, abiding in him by virtue of the anointing 
which you received (2:18-29). As children of God keep yourselves pure: do 
not allow yourselves to be led astray into sin; remember the ancient word that 
we should love one another and not be like Cain, not minding the hatred of 
the world but engaging in an active and practical love which finds its ex- 
pression in deed and not in word alone. If we perform this double task — 
belief in the name of Jesus Christ and love toward one another — wt have 
boldness toward God and receive from him whatever we ask (3:1-24). Then 
the line is drawn between those who confess that Jesus Christ is come in the 
flesh and those who by their denial show that they are not of God (4:1-6). 
Again he weaves his two requirements together in his repeated exhortation 
to love one another, for only so can we prove our love for an unseen God 
who first loved us and from whom our mutual love is made possible. Con- 
standy these two themes are intwined and reemphasized (4:7-5:13). Once 
more the boldness that the true Christian has in God is reaffirmed. This 
makes possible a very practical result, namely, the effective prayer for a 
brother “sinning a sin not unto death” (5:14-17). The writing doses with a 
reiteration of the obligation for those begotten of God to hold themselves 
aloof from the world and to guard themselves from idols (5:18-21). 

It is clear that the tract was called forth by a definite circumstance, the 
existence of false teachers, and not by the mere fancy that this was wholesome 
advice. Their error was twofold. In the first place they were denying that 
Jesus was the Christ, the son of God. “Who is the liar but he that denieth 
that Jesus is the Christ?”® Apparently they were distinguishing between the 
man Jesus and the heavenly being, the Christ, who they maintained had come 
upon him (at the baptism?) to empower him temporarily. 

This peculiar slant is called Docetism and was a consequence of the dualism 
incident to the Gnostic position. Gnostidsm regularly identified its saviour 
with Jesus, but held to a peculiar Christology. Jesus was pure spirit; as such 
it was impossible , that he should ever have come into contact with matter 

*1 John 2:22. Cf. also such passages as 4:2 f.,15; 5:1. 
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which was purely evil. Thus he had had no real body. It was only an ap- 
pearance assumed by him to make it possible for him to reveal himself. Some 
Gnostics, like Cerinthus, asserted that only at the baptism did the Saviour 
unite himself with Jesus and that he left him before his death. Since the 
errorists against whom our writings is directed apparently shared this view, it 
is instructive to read Irenaeus’ statement of it: 

He [Cerinthus] supposed that Jesus had not been bom of a virgin, but had been 
born from Joseph and Mary a son like all other men and had been more righteous 
and wise; and that after the baptism there had descended upon him from the 
Absolute, which is above all, the Christ in the form of a dove; and then he had 
proclaimed the unknown Father and had performed mighty deeds, but that at the 
end the Christ had withdrawn from Jesus and that Jesus had sufEered and had 
been raised, but that the Christ had remained free from suffering since he was 
spiritual.® 

This same notion is evidenced in the apocryphal Gospel of Peter with its 
famous “Ascent from the Cross” after the cry, “My pou/er, my pou/er^ why 
hast thou forsaken me.?” Others asserted that his body was pure phantom. 
For example, in the curious work known as the Leucian Acts of John he ap- 
pears to John on the Mount of Olives during the crucifixion with the word. 

To the multitude down there in Jerusalem I am being crucified, and pierced 
with lances and reeds, and gall and vinegar is given me to drink, but unto thee 
am I speaking, and do thou hearken to what I say. I put it into thy mind to 
come up into the mountain, that thou mightest hear those things which it be- 
hoveth a discifde to learn from his teacher and a man from his God.^ 

A few paragraphs earlier in the same section John recounts: 

Sometimes when I would lay hold on him, I met with a material and solid body, 
and at other times, again, when I felt him, the substance was immaterial and as if 
it existed not at all.® 

That these notions, which had as a common factor the conviction that he was 
neither born nor subject to death, constituted a serious problem to orthodox 
Christians at a comparatively early date is clear from the distinct antipathy 
to them in the four gospels. Such touches as the feet that the women “took 
hold of his feet”;® the word, “See my hands and my feet, that it is I myself: 
handle me, and see; for a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye behold me 
havingf’;^® the eating of the piece of broiled fish;^^ the command to Thomas 

•irenaeus, adv, Hctr, 1,26. i. 

Acts of John 97. 

*AcU of John 93. Here the reference to I John i:i is dear. This writing (§§ 87-105) pro- 
vides an excellent exposition of the views of the I>occtists. It is available in M. R. James, The 
Apocryphal New Testament, pp. 250-257. 

*Matt. 28:9. 

^Lukc 24:39. 

^Luke 24:42 L 
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CO touch his hancls and side^®— all these are most naturally explained as oppo- 
sition to the growth of a view which was even then being regarded with 
alarm. It may be remarked parenthetically that one of the causes of the story 
of an empty tomb, apparently not an original part of the early Christian con- 
fidence, may well have been the desire to oppose this growing and popular 
view. There can be litde doubt that the repeated emphasis of our writing 
upon the enormity of the sin of those who denied that Jesus Christ is come 
in the flesh, with the initial word — ^‘'that which we have heard, that which 
we have seen v^ith our eyes, that which we beheld, and our hands handled” — 
is directed specifically against the cleavage between the man Jesus and the 
spiritual subsuming Christ, that is, against Docetism. 

A second error of these opponents was their declaration of complete free- 
dom from law. Their superior gnosis had raised them above law and pre- 
vented the possibility of their sinning. The writer’s stinging words, ‘If we say 
that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us”^® and “If 
we say that we have not sinned we make him a Kar, and his word is not in 
us,”^^ are obviously directed against this antinomianism or perfectionism 
which may well have had its origin in, or at least have drawn fresh strength 
from, a mistaken understanding of Paul’s dangerous dictum of freedom. 
These individuals may well have had as a catchword the phrase, “I know 
him”;^® such a claim, when divorced from the keeping of his commandments, 
erased the power and even the need of Christ’s death, and led to a super- 
cilious contempt for those who strove to practise the kind of life the orthodox 
believed to be dear to God. Such men were obviously not of God, but of the 
world.^® 

Accordingly, the writing is to be seen, not as the comfortable word of an 
aged and gende grandfather, but as a sharp polemic against this antinomian 
form of Gnosticism. To break from sin and to practise the law of love instead 
of hate, to recognize Jesus as the true son of God — ^this was essential. Our 
author is not content simply to demolish his opponents as Jude sought to do. 
In addition he strives to impart truth and thus to fortify his readers. The 
gospel is the true gnosis — ^“And ye have an anointing from the Holy One, 
and ye all know.”^*^ Its requirement is twofold: right living and right think- 
ing, that is, the necessity of keeping God’s commandments and of believing 
Jesus Christ was God’s son. McGLffert has aptly phrased it: “A man cannot 
obey God’s commands, the sum of which is love, unless he abides in God; 
and he cannot abide in God unless he recognizes Jesus Christ as his son and 
becomes one with him.”^® 

“John 20:24-29, 

“I John i:8. 

“I John 1:10. 

“I John 2:4. 

“I John 4:5. 

“I John 2:20; cf. 2:27. 

Apostolic Age, p. 618. 
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This writing is also of importance as casting some light on the question 
of sin. To a degree it seems to revolve about the contradiction, “In theory 
Christians are sinless; in practice they are sinners.” Although in the opening 
paragraphs condemnation is heaped upon those who say, “we have no sin,”^® 
later it is no less dogmatically announced, “Whosoever is begotten of God 
doeth no sin, because his seed abideth in him; and he cannot sin, because he 
is begotten of God.”^^ It is often the case that views which wc ourselves hold 
we consider most reprehensible when held by our opponents. And yet it can 
hardly be said that our author could deny that even Christians do sin, for in 
the last words of the writing it is urged that, “if any man see his brother 
sinning a sin not unto death, he shall ask, and God will give him life for them 
that sin not unto death.”^^ Thus in the conflict between theory and experi- 
ence — although the author does not attempt any formal reconciliation— this 
word about the ejficacy of prayer serves to a degree as a connecting link, and, 
with his distinction between sins which are and those which are not unto 
death, provides the seed which soon developed into the theological distinction 
between venial sins, which weaken but do not destroy sanctifying grace, and 
deadly sins which do. By the closing decades of the second century TertuUian 
listed three sins as deadly on the basis of Acts 15. In the West, but not in 
Alexandria, these three were identified as idolatry, murder, and fornication. 
Later the three became seven. As we have already seen,^* in Hebrews and in 
the Shepherd of Hennas the problem was wresded with in a somewhat 
different manner. 

The first point to observe in attempting to date the writing is that these 
false prophets — Antichrists — ^arc present in large numbers.^^ This in itself 
suggests a date not earlier than the early years of the second century. While 
it is perhaps unwise to try to identify too exactly the sea to which the oppo- 
nents belong, enough has been said to make it highly probable that they are 
akin to the second-century Gnostics. Furthermore, the implication of 2rio £E. 
is clear that the gospel is available to all. The commandment “which ye had 
heard from the beginning, as Jiilichcr remarks, “represents the same idea 
... as does that of the tradition delivered ‘once for all* ... to Jude.”^® 
Paul’s teaching is in the past; it has been absorbed by the writer as well as 
by his opponents. Eusebius says that Papias used quotations from this writ- 
ing.^® It is probable, but not absolutely certain, that Polycarp used it. The 
first absolutely unquestioned use of it is by irenseus. Whether it is one of the 
“two of the aforementioned John” referred to in the famous Muratorian 

”I John i:8,io. 

“I John 3:9. 

”I John 5:16. 

“Pp. 308 i, 

“I John 2:18. 

**I ^hn 2:7,24; 3:11. 

* Introduction to the "New Testament, p. 246. 7th German edition, p. 229. 

*Hist. EccL iii,39,i7. 
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fragment®^ is perhaps open to question. That it was known to the framer of 
that early canon is obvious from his quotation of its opening words in his 
earlier reference to the Gospel of John.^® There would not seem any good 
reason for questioning a date in the first quarter of the second century. 

The question of pseudonymity does not arise. Although the writing has 
been from the earliest times known as the First Epistle of John, no such 
claim is made by the author. In fact, he says nothing of himself whatever, 
save in the intimation in the opening words^® that he is a competent witness. 
But that these words imply a claim to be from an apostle appears to me ques- 
tionable. Whether they do or not, it is evident that he was not. The complete 
absence of any traditional word of Jesus and the failure to quote the Old 
Testament as a buttress for his teaching not only suggest a late date, but 
exclude the notion that the author himself had been among the original 
followers. 

That this nameless writer is the man who penned the Fourth Gospel is 
today regarded as highly probable by many scholars, although severd en- 
tirely competent critics would prefer to identify him with the later reviser. 
In the gospel, too, the author conceals his name. Then again there are many 
striking parallels and similarities in vocabulary, style, and type of thought. A 
convenient survey of the material is provided by MofFatt/*^ who inclines to 
see the writer living and moving “within the circle in which the Fourth 
gospel originated,” but with an “individuality and purpose of his own.” To 
these parallels might well be added the common and noticeable fondness of 
both of these writings for the perfect tensc.®^ Yet though the similarities arc 
inescapable, there are equally clear differences — ^the polemic nature of the 
cpisde in contrast to the calm, even flow of the gospel — ^which arc perhaps 
most easily explained as the free parallels of the same vmter, at work at a 
somewhat different time upon a quite difierent subject. A view not impossible 
is that the epistle is somewhat later than the gospel and is directed against 
those false teachers who by misusing the gospel were thus endangering Chris- 
tianity and recommending themselves to the unwary. Further discussion of 
the author may be reserved until the discussion of the Fourth Gospel. 

” Muratorian Fragment, lines 68 £. 

* Op. at,, lines 29-31. 

*1 John 1:1-5. 

** Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, pp. 589-593. 

Cf. my article in the Jowmal of Biblical Literature, Vol. LV (June, 193^)9 PP- 121-131, **The 
Perfect Tense in the Fourth Gosp^” 
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THE SECOND AND THIRD EPISTLES OF JOHN 

These two little epistles — each about the length o£ a note on a single leaf of 
papyrus — are so similar in form and structure that they must be regarded 
as coming from the same pen and at the same time or the one a slavish copy 
of the other. Whether they are by the same writer as I John is still debated. 
There are real similarities. The most noticeable contrast is in the form of 
address. The writer of I John, as we have seen, remains strictly anonymous; 
the author (or authors) of these two writings refers to himself as “the elder.” 
Again, these latter are distinctly more epistolary in form. Although they 
achieved a place in the canon later, yet they breathe the same atmosphere as 
the longer writing and probably are to be seen as coming from the same 
period. For reasons which will appear in a subsequent paragraph I am in- 
clined to feel that 11 John is from the same pen as I John and that the more 
epistolary form of the writing accoimts for the difference of salutation, but 
that III John is by a different hand and was intended for ecclesiastical reasons 
to neutralize or at least safeguard the teaching of the letter copied. 

The question as to the identity of “the elder” is interesting, but probably 
will never be completely solved. According to Papias, as quoted by Eusebius,^ 
there was such an individual named John, and his tomb was in Ephesus. 
But whether the author of II John was this figure or was impersonating him 
is very hard to say. It would be rash to assume that the title “the elder” was 
restricted to any one individual. He would seem to be a person of some au- 
thority; none the less, Diotrephes dares to stand out against him^ much as 
did the man referred to by Paul in II Corinthians. Tradition does not help 
us. Some of the fathers ascribed these letters to John the son of 2Iebedee, 
others to Papias* John, the elder (presbyter), still others were in doubt. 

Written in the form of personal letters, they are none the less to be regarded 
as intended for general use. II John is addressed to "the elect lady and her 
children.’* From the salutation at the end — “The children of thine elect sister 
salute thee” — ^it is clear that she is not an individual (either named Kuria or 
addressed as Madam), but a church. But, as already remarked, it appears 
to me highly probable, although the epistolary form suggests an individual 
church, that this is fictitious and that the letter is truly catholic. Similarly, 

Bed. jii,39^-X7. 

■ in John 9. 
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III John is directed to Gains. In contrast to many scholars I am inclined to see 
this too as a fiction and the episde purely general. 

The purpose o£ II John is to warn Christians against extending an indis- 
criminate welcome to travelling teachers. False teachers are abroad. They are 
not to be received nor given Godspeed. Those that give these greetings par- 
take in their evil works.® There seems little reason to question that they are 
part and parcel o£ the group denounced in I John. In this connexion it is 
instructive to read Didache 11-13 and Shepherd o£ Hermas, Mandate xi. 
These writings provide the background for an understanding o£ the warning 
of II John, and not only make all too clear that unworthy men were finding 
it profitable to pose as Christian teachers, but that the faithful had o£ necessity 
devised a pretty satisfactory method for unmasking the pretenders. 

Under the guise of praising Gaius and Demetrius and of bitterly condemn- 
ing Diotrephes — ^all to be seen as imaginary characters — ^III John urges as a 
sacred duty the cordial reception of travelling brethren and condemns im- 
sparingly the lust for power on the part of local officers who were refusing to 
receive such kindly and to treat them with proper deference. It would appear 
to me probable that these writings come from the period of the development 
of the local church with its own bishop and other officers. A natural, if not 
commendable, rivalry arose between these local dignitaries and the wander- 
ing missionary teachers of the earlier days. Thus a natural interpretation of 
III John is to see it coming from a man who feared that II John might be 
construed as giving support for a rigorous exclusion of such wandering 
brethren. Hence, precisely as the later Paulinist produced II Thessalonians to 
neutralize the word of I Thessalonians which disturbed him, it is not un- 
natural to see the author of III John in a similar role. The obvious method 
would be to write another epistle so closely similar that it would appear 
evident that it was from the same author, and hence that the earlier epistle 
was surely not to be interpreted in the unwanted way. On this hypothesis the 
date of II John would be the same as I John; III John at a time somewhat 
later. 


'n John II. 



Chapter XXXVII 
APOCALYPTIC LITERATURE 


For nearly three centuries (165 B.C.-120 aj).) this curious and bizarre type of 
literature flourished in Judaism. Then it not only ceased to be produced, but 
seems largely to have dropped out of sight. Christians, however, found it 
highly acceptable and continued to make much of it. In fact, probably none of 
these writings except Daniel, which managed to gain canonical rank, would 
have been preserved had it not been for Christian zeal. As it is, since none of 
them save Daniel found a place in the Hebrew Bible, they are not extant 
in the original Hebrew or Aramaic; and since apparendy few of them were 
ever considered by a majority of Grcek>speaking Christians as quite on a par 
with the Old Testament writings they did not gain a permanent place in the 
Greek Old Testament of Christians. One of them, IV Ezra, was in the Old 
Latin Bible, that is, the Vulgate, and is accordingly to be found in the English 
Apocrypha under the title 11 Esdras, from the opening words: “The second 
book of the prophet Esdras.”^ The other apocalypses are known only in 
translation in the less-known languages. For example, Enoch is extant only 
in Ethiopic; the so-called Secrets of 'Enochs a totally different work, for many 
centuries known only by name, in Slavonic, and is often styled Slavonic 
Enoch to differentiate it from Ethiopic Enoch, the apocalypse; Baruch in 
Syriac and to be differentiated from another writing, the so-called Greek 
Baruch. 

It is no coincidence that these writings date from 165 B.a to 120 aj>. These 
years embrace the period from the rise of Judas in opposition to the persecu- 
tion of the Seleucids to the final subjugation of the nation to Rome. To a 
degree they were the revival of prophecy, and with it of national hopes. With 
the utter collapse of these hopes Judaism settled back into a patient waiting 
for God to work his will, and to a fresh study of the law. This should not 
suggest that during these three centuries this type of book occupied the 

^ There is coxisiderable confusion as to the titles of the Ezra Hterature. The I Esdras in the 
English apocrypha is a writing ci a totally dlHerent charaaer. What is called II Esdras in the 
Septuagint is the combined canonical writings ]^a-Nchemiah. The difficulties in nomenclature 
may be lessened by the following lists: 

LXX English Apocrypha Vulgate 

I Esdras = I Esdras I Esdras = I Esdras I E^as = Ezra-Nehemiah 

H Esdras = Ezra-Nehemiah n Esdras = IV Ezra 11 Esdras = IV Ezra i,a 

in Esdras = l Esdras 
rv Esdras = IV Ezra 3-14 
V Euhras = IV Ezra 15,16 
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centre of the stage in Jewish writing. Far from this being the case, they were 
totally ignored in the rabbinic writings. Undoubtedly some people found 
them acceptable, especially in times of tribulation, but that they reflect the 
general thinking of orthodox Judaism, educated or ignorant, is to be doubted. 
For Christians, however, it was quite different From the very first the early 
disciples saw in Jesus the supernatural son of man of Daniel. His return upon 
the clouds of heaven was imminent. While for the Jew the inauguration of 
the golden age might come in any number of ways,^ for the Christians this 
was the only way. Thus it was that the Christian eagerly appropriated them 
and even recast the material to form new ones — our Revelation of John, 
Apocalypse of Peter, Ascension of Isaiah. 

The use of the term afocalyptic for this type of literature apparently comes 
from the opening words of the Revelation: “The Revelation (diro/cdXu^ts) 
of Jesus Christ which God gave him to show unto his servants, the things 
which must shortly come to pass.”^ The earlier name was apocrypha^ that is, 
hidden, secret books. A passage in IV Ezra'^ reveals the common attitude 
toward them. In the destruction of Jerusalem the books of Scripture had been 
destroyed. Ezra prays to be enabled to reproduce them. In answer to his 
prayer he is inspired to dictate to five secretaries “everything that has hap- 
pened in the world from the beginning.” In forty days he dictates ninety-four 
books: the twenty-four canonical books and seventy others. While all, learned 
and ignorant alike, may use the twenty-four, the seventy are to be reserved, 
hidden for those competent to use them, 

For in them is the spring of understanding, the fountain of wisdom, and the 
stream of knowledge. 

That the authors of this type of writing intended them for small circulation 
is most improbable. Rather, this notion of their having been hidden is most 
plausibly explained by the following consideration: These writings purported 
to be written by the great men of die past. But if so, why had they not been 
known earlier? The answer was easy. To be sure, these worthies had been 
recipients of the revelation of the things which would in the far future 
come to pass, but had been obliged to keep them secret, until just before 
the end, when they were revealed to those who would be able to profit by 
them. Thus aU these writings are pseudonymous. They purport to be written 
by great worthies of the past— Ezra, Moses, Abraham, Noah, even Adam. 
Another characteristic of diem is that the authors are always convinced that 
the things which they arc announcing “must shortly come to pass.” That is, 
the writer believed that he was living at the end of the age. To be sure, since 
the work is attributed to a hero of the past, this must be— and usually is— 

®Cf. the commonplace; “The son of David coming with the clouds of heaven (Dan. 7:13) 
or I0WI7 and riding on an ass*’ (Zech. 9:9) — Sanhedrin 98a. 

•Rev. 1:1. 

*IV Ezra 14:18-26,37-48, 
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veiled. Thus in such semi-apocalypses as the Assumption of Moses or the 
Boo^ of Jubilees we have a long prediction of what is to come to pass, which 
is, as a matter of fact, largely a survey of history from Moses* time until the 
date of the actual author; or in the book of Daniel, the scene is laid in the 
Babylonian court where Daniel is supposed to have lived and written, but the 
real author is convinced that what dxe seer had long before foreseen is even 
now upon the world. 

Again, it is obvious from the history of the period which produced these 
writings what their purpose was. They were in essence protests against the 
cruel hite which the nation was su£Fering and ringing cries of dauntless faith 
and hope. Evil is rampant; it is in the plan of God; its destruction none the 
less is certain. The promised day of the Lord is at hand. He will come when 
evil is at its height Evil is due to the conflict in the angel world. The wicked 
adversaries of God have plunged the world into chaos. But their doom is 
sure. Power will be taken from those wicked nations, now Syria, now Rome — 
and from the demons who are inciting them — ^and will be restored to the 
people of God. Thus will God’s plan be jSnally established, his power vindi- 
cated. And even now the clock hzs struck. 

Certain elements of this type of thought, including distinct traces of 
apocalyptic imagery, are to be found also in the prophets. We at once think 
of the vision of the throne-room of God’s palace in Isaiah 6, of the frequent 
visions of Ezekiel, especially those which he sees in ecstasy in chapters 40-48, 
of the visions and imagery of Zechariah. But there are also weighty differ- 
ences. The prophets have been edited and revised vrith many and large addi- 
tions. None the less, at the base they were the production of men who 
personally rebuked the nation, and they were uttered. The very opposite is 
true of the apocalyptist. He does not speak, but writes, and he docs it not in 
his own name, but in the name of another. But there is an even greater differ- 
ence in their attitude toward the origin of sin. The prophet denounces. Sin 
is rampant. Its cause is man’s wicked ways, his deliberate disobedience to 
God. The prophets may at times foretell the future, but regularly they em- 
phasize and stress the fact that man’s conduct will determine to a large degree 
what that future will be. Thus their aim is to shape man’s conduct. It is fair 
to say that to no little degree prophetism depends upon the notion of freedom 
of the wilL Often the prophets raise their voices in protest in times of outward 
prosperity. Men are soft; in their comfort and luxury they have forgotten 
God; doom for their sins is certain. The handwriting is plain upon the wall, 
but men cannot see it or refuse to. Thus an Isaiah or a Jeremiah— the note of 
the prophet is essentially moraL 

For die apocalyptist the emphasis is quite different. That he would deny 
that sin was ever a personal matter is not dear and appears to me improbable. 
None the less^ it is dear that the evil fate which has befallen Israd is in no 
small measure due to the machination of evil spirits which have unleashed 
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their forces. To that degree the apocalyptist is a determinist. Individual men 
may be good or bad; they will gain or lose on the basis of their character— 

As one year is more honourable than another, so is one man more honourable 
than another, some for great possessions, some for wisdom of heart, some for par- 
ticular intellect, some for cunning, one for silence of lip, another for cleanliness, one 
for strength, another for comeliness, one for youth, another for sharp wit, one for 
shape of body, another for sensibility, let it be heard everywhere, but there is none 
better than he who fears God, he shall be more glorious in time to come.® 

Whatever the vagaries, the stage properties, of the apocalypses with their 
terrible nightmares and lurid scenes, the ethical note is not expimged, for 
they all spring from the confidence that right will eventually triumph. In 
Daniel there is some emphasis on the probity of the three youths and of 
Daniel himself. In the semi-apocalypse, the Testaments of the XII Patriarchs, 
it is, of course, particularly clear. But they all voice the confidence, “Shall 
not the judge of all the earth do right?” although often the emphasis seems 
rather, “Shall he not ultimately triumph?” To a degree the words of the 
poet Lowell give expression to the confidence of the apocalyptist, be it a 
Daniel or a John, although, it must be admitted, in a chaster tone: 

Careless seems the great Avenger; history’s pages but record 

One death-grapple in the darkness ’twixt old systems and the Word; 

Truth forever on the scaffold. Wrong forever on the throne, — 

Yet that scaffold sways the future, and, behind the dim unknown, 
Standeth God within the shadow, keeping watch above his own.® 

But we should not read too much out of this emphasis. After all, the indi- 
vidual does not loom very large in his thinking. Forces far more powerful 
than he are at work. Thus instead of the word of condemnation and of doom 
so dear to the prophet, the word of the apocalyptist is one of encouragement. 
The times arc in the hand of God. The forces of evil are rampant, but they 
are doomed. The darkest moment always presages the dawn. Thus for the 
apocalyptist the interest was not primarily to scourge the nation — still less 
the individual — for its sins, but, and this is particularly clear in Daniel and 
Revelation, to nerve men to stand firm. Together with the attempt at en- 
couragement, this battle cry to faith and hope, and often obscuring it, is the 
ever-felt conviction that all history is the result of the interplay of the invisible 
but tremendously potent angelic forces, some with, some against, God— a 
curious “combination of creation and destruction.” 

For all these later apocalypses Daniel set the pace. The essential clement is 
the series of visions in which what is transpiring in heaven and the situation 
on earth between Israel and the nations are brought into relationship. In all 
that Daniel sees, Israel occupies the central place; it is actually the history 

* Slavonic (Secrets of) Enoch 43:2 L 

*The Vrtstta Critist lines 36-40. 
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of the Maccabean struggle, as the author sees it, thrown back superficially 
into the form of a prophecy of the hero Daniel. Beasts appear, three of them; 
then a fourth before whom the three fall. On his head is a horn in which are 
“eyes like the eyes of a man, and a mouth speaking great things ” But then 
the heavens are opened with a vision of God, worshipped by the myriad 
angelic host. Judgment is set— this is an indispensable clement of this type of 
writing— and Israel, seen as a “son of man,” that is, a human being, in con- 
tradistinction to the awesome beasts who represent Babylon, Media, Persia, 
Greece, appears before the Ancient of Days and receives “an everlasting 
dominion, which shall not pass away.” 

Here are all the qualities of the true apocalypse— not only a vision as such, 
but the vision of the destiny of the world. The cosmic forces which have 
moved the nations about on the chessboard of the world are revealed. Again 
the book is pseudonymous, and the fiction, already referred to, whereby this 
supposedly ancient writing could have escaped notice for so long, is al- 
luded to: 

And I heard, but I understood not: then said I, O my Lord, what shall be the 
issue of these things? And he said, Go thy way, Daniel; for the words are shut 
up and sealed till the time of the end.*^ 

Another quality of the apocalypse, and this is true of all of them from 
Daniel to Revelation and IV Ezra, is their free use of symbolism and stereo- 
typed material. In a word, the visions which the author claims to have seen 
he did not sec with his own eyes, be they of body or of mind. This is simply 
a conventional and adopted symbol. That is, “vision” has become as conven- 
tionalized for the apocalyptist as “Thus saith the Lord” for the prophet. 
Each author appears to have employed older materials without scruple, al- 
though occasionally they found it necessary to edit or revamp them to make 
them fit the new time-table. One example will suffice at this point, although 
we shall have occasion to sec it again and again in the Revelation of John. 
The fourth beast of Daniel is clearly Greece, but while Alexander and the 
later Scleucid successors were the especial thorn in the side of the author, in 
the succeeding centuries they were eclipsed by Rome. Hence in the later 
apocalypses, for example. Revelation and IV Ezra, this beast comes to be in- 
terpreted as Rome. This is cxpUcidy stated in IV Ezra: 

And he said unto me: This is the interpretation of the vision which thou hast 
seen. The eagle whom thou sawest come up from the sea is the fourth kingdom, 
which appeared in a vision to thy brother, Daniel. But it was not interpreted unto 
him as I now interpret it unto thee or have interpreted it.® 

But whatever their sources, they always produced one picture— a period 
of awful woe, with the hosts of the archfiend doing their worst; but these 

^Dan, 12:8 f. 

*IV Ezxa 12:10-12. 
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woes invariably are to be succeeded by a period of joy and bliss, brought 
about supernaturally. Thus the earlier Jewish hope of a good time coming 
in the providence of God, when Israel, now scourged for his sins, would be 
deemed worthy of the fate that was in store: enemies conquered, scattered 
Jews brought back, Jerusalem rebuilt and glorious, no unbeliever in the land, 
the land itself flovdng with milk and honey and with God all in all— this 
gave place in these writers to a supernatural deliverance, and came to be 
depicted in terms of heaven instead of a glorious future on this earth. That 
is, there becomes increasingly clear a distinct “two age” conception, this age 
and the “Age to Come”; and the writings breathe a bitter and passionate 
hatred of this world in which the righteous go constandy sorrowing, and 
must so long as the present order maintains. 

This cleaT'Cut dualism (and consequent asceticism) is distinctly not char- 
acteristic of Judaism. Hence the question is natural: Is this type of writing 
a legitimate child of Judaism? As has been indicated, elements of it are found 
in the prophets; but though the building-stones are there, who is the archi- 
tect.? There is much to commend the view expressed by many scholars that 
this type of thought is not to be seen as Jevdsh, but as Persian in origin. 
Persian thought was frankly dualistic. The twelve-thousand-year struggle be- 
tween Ahriman ( Angra Mainyu) and his hosts and Ormuzd (Ahura Mazda) 
and his angels provides a real explanation of the clash between Satan and 
Michael Shaoshyant, the last of three Persian savburs, who appeared at the 
end of the twelve-thousand-year cycle and had as his function the prepara- 
tion of men for the new age, the rousing of the dead, and the setting up of 
the final judgment may well be seen as the source of the figure of the final 
judge in the apocalypses, Jewish and Christian. In fact, I think it can be 
maintained that the whole concept of the final judgment, at least in the 
cosmic sense— not simply for Israel’s enemies, but for all men— is distinctly 
Persian, not Jewish in origin. Yet even if the sheer to apocalypticism came 
from Persia, one thing is clear: the seed fell into congenial soil, and Israel 
appropriated it as its own. Whether or not the more staid Jews of the period 
in wtdeh this literature flourished found the complicated and lush develop- 
ment congenial or not, certain elements of this dualism, notably the belief in 
resurrection, were taken over and woven into the veriest orthodoxy. 

While much in this field is obscure and will probably remain so, and ac- 
cordingly too definite statements are rash, it appears to me highly probable 
that however much the earlier thinking of Judaism may have led to the adop- 
tion and adaptation of apocalypticism, yet, none the less, it is not the native 
product of Judaism. Pure Judaism never produced it. An outside and mighty 
alien religion had a distina part in its birth. For the want of a better name 
we can style it the product of religious syncretism. 



Chapter XXXVlll 
THE REVELATION OF JOHN 

The Revelation or, as it is often called, the Apocalypse is not a unique book, 
but belongs to the class of writings discussed in the preceding chapter which 
flourished between 165 b . c . and 120 aj >. Like Daniel, this work was written 
in a time of distress. Whether actually the danger was as menacing as that 
which produced a Daniel we can leave for the moment. That the author 
thought it was is certain. True religion was being endangered by the 
heathen - power which was momentarily in the saddle. The writing is to 
nerve the faithful to stand firm, to awaken new courage in the dispirited. 
God will intervene — ^in the coming of Christ as avenger and judge. Not 
only will the evil power — ^for the author the menace is Rome — ^be over- 
thrown, bound, destroyed, but there will be a scrutiny of Christians to 
separate the genuine from the pretenders. Those who have died, who have 
seded their faith with their blood and who are even now crying for 
vengeance, will reign with Christ during his thousand-year rule. How 
the overthrow would take place — ^would it be at the hands of warring 
nations, as the Parthians,^ or by a literal earthquake,^ or by the returning 
Christ?® — is not clear, for all three of these images occur. But take place 
it wiU, and will include with it the complete discomfiture of the wicked 
spiritual powers which stand behind the blasphemous Rome. 

Thus, like Daniel, the book moves in the realm of the catastrophic. 
Furthermore, it abounds in the same fantastic and terrifying imagery — 
beasts, angels, visions interpreted by angelic voices — met with in all this 
kind of writing, and which must be viewed with discrimination. That is, 
it is necessary to distinguish sharply between the "machinery of apocalypse,” 
the stage properties which are to be found with litde variation in them all, 
and the personal notions and sober beliefs of the author. Thus it is quite un- 
necessary and unwarranted to assume that in this writing we are in a dif- 
ferent circle of thought, that in contrast to the Jewish apocalypses we are 
here confronted with Christian “prophecy,” perhaps of the kind produced 
by the prophets of whom Paul repeatedly speaks. All the qualities of apoca- 
lyptic eschatology arc to be found in the canonical Revelation — the concept 
of two ages, the catastrophic manner of the end, the resurrection of the dead, 

^Rev. 9:13 £F.; perhaps at the instigation of the returning Nero (/.tf., Nero reditfitms), 
chap. 17. 

“Rev. 6:12-17; 16:17-21. 

•Rev. 19:11 ff. 
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reprisal of individuals, sway of the devil in this age and his ultimate de- 
feat at the end of the world, the world judgment, the new world rising 
out of ruins of the old. Each apocalypse has its own peculiar touches and 
slants, and this is true of the Revelation of John, but the general qualities 
are too like all the others to allow for question. 

Certain unique elements may be mentioned, (i) Jesus is introduced into 
the apocalyptic framework, and with him a Christian symbolism, but there 
is less distortion than is sometimes assumed. Probably a good bit of what 
passes for distinctly Christian phantasy is actually far older, and is simply 
inserted, perhaps without always being definitely intended to represent 
Jesus; surely without having been produced de novo because of traditions 
about him. Notably this is true of the section about the woman in travail 
and the defeat of the dragon (chapter 12). (2) The presence of the seven 
letters to churches in Asia Minor (chapters 2 and 3). These, however, are 
not real letters which were ever separate from the rest of the book or in- 
tended to be delivered. Furthermore, they are steeped in apocalyptic 
imagery. Nor should it be overlooked that it is no accident that seven 
and only seven churches are addressed. Few, if any, of the apocalypses 
lay a greater weight on the significance of the number seven than docs 
this writing. (3) Again, this writing does not purport to be from the pen 
of some hero of the distant past as Ezra, E>aniel, or Moses, but is written 
in the name of a man called John. We can profitably reserve the question 
of authorship for the momenL We should not, however, infer that the 
writing is not pseudonymous. Christians now had their famoxis “names”; 
it was not necessary to revert to those of the remote past. The Apocalypse 
(or Revelation') of Peter claims to be by Peter; demonstrably this is fictitious. 
It is thus not unlikely that the same is true here. It is to be observed, however, 
that the author does not purport to allude to his earlier life or to give 
a vision of the time between his time and the “now” in which he is 
writing. Instead of the word to Daniel, “for the words are shut up and 
scaled till the time of the end,”* the one to our vwiter is quite different: 
"And he said to me, Seal not up the words of the prophecy of this book; 
for the time is at hand.”® 

Two other characteristics of the mechanics of apocalypticism may be 
mentioned which the Revelation of John shares, but with certain emphases 
of its own— the matter of dreams and visions, and the function of angelic 
interpreters and guides. Dreams played an important part in the earlier 
Jewish apocalypses. Nebuchadnezzar’s dreams of the great image® and 
of the mighty tree in the midst of the earth^ are cases in point. The four 

^Dan. 12:9. 

®Rev. 22:10. 

•Dan. 2:1 n. 

^Dan. 4:10 £. 
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beasts appeared to Daniel himself in a dream;® perhaps the same is true 
of the ram and the he-goat which he saw “in Shusan the palace,*’ although 
it is not said that it was a dream.^ In Enoch, too, dream visions occur,^° So, 
too, the book of the Secrets of Enoch begins with a vision which Enoch had 
upon his bed.^^ To these may be added IV Ezra ii:i; 12:3; 13:1,13, the 
visions of the cedar trees^^ and the clouds^® and that which came to Levi,^^ 
for all these are in the form of a dream. But in contradistinction to the 
dream the straight vision plays an important part. Thus the vision of the 
man which Daniel saw came as he was standing “by the side of the great 
river, which is Hiddekel.”^® Similarly, Baruch sees the heavens opened 
as he stood upon Mt. Zion.^® It would appear that as Jewish apocalypticism 
developed there was a tendency more and more from the dream vision — 
dreams had always played a large part in Jewish thinking, as in the case 
of those of Joseph — ^to the ecstatic vision. In the Revelation of John it is 
to be observed that the dream plays no part; here we have simply the 
pure vision often introduced by the phrase, “I was (or became) in the 
spirit.”^^ Closely connected with the vision is the mention of being 
snatched up and carried away. In ecstasy it is not impossible that oc- 
casionally die seer believed that these experiences of wal^g about from 
one place to another, often by divine assistance, had been re^ experiences. 
A case in point occurs to Ezekiel: 

And he put forth the form of a hand, and took me by a lock of my head; and 
the Spirit lifted me up between earth and heaven, and brought me in the visions 
of God to Jerusalem, to the door of the gate of the inner court that looketh toward 
the north,^® 

The same theme is expanded in the story of Bel and the Dragon 33-39. 
It is also to be found in the snatching up of Baruch;^® a similar story 
is recounted of Jesus in the fragment usually ascribed to the lost Gospel 
of the Hebrews and quoted by Origen.^® It is possible that the legends about 
the translation of Enoch may lie back of this conception. To some investi- 
gators, notably Bousset, this evidences a new development in the later' 
apocalypticism in which the theme of the supernatural catching up of various 

•Dan. 7:1 ff. 

•Dan. 8:i ff. 

Enoch 83 f. and 85-90. 

^ Slavonic (Secreta of) Enoch j:i ff. 

“Baruch 36:1 fF. 

“Baruch 53:1 ff. 

“ T€st. XII Patriarchs, Levi 2:5. 

“Dan. io:i ff. 

“Baruch 22:1 (c£. 13:1 fF.). 

“Rev. i;io; 4a. 

“Ezde. 8:3. 

“Syr. Baruch 6:3 
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heroes (Isaiah, Baruch, Moses, Levi, Abraham— to dtc but a few) came 
to be more and more stressed and even to be an end in itself. In the 
Revelation of John the seer is caught up — ^“And he carried me away in 
the Spirit’’^^— but there is more restraint; at any rate, it is never an end in 
itself, but simply the convenient way whereby he is enabled to “see” what 
he wishes to describe. 

The other characteristic has to do with angelic guides, often introduced 
with no other description than “an angel” or “the angel” or “another 
angel.” In E)aniel there is “a watcher and a holy one” who came down 
from heaven to order the pruning of the tree;^^ in later chapters Gabriel 
interprets to Daniel the visions.^ Enoch is regularly accompanied by an 
angel— Uriel, Raphael, Raguel, Michael. Uriel gives Enoch the explana- 
tion. In IV Ezra Uriel occasionally appears but melts into God,^ while in 
Baruch the seer is in direct converse with God. In the Revelation of John 
angels play but little part in the earlier chapters. It is Christ himself who 
appears to the seer. The voice which is heard in 1:10 and 4:1 is that of 
Christ. In 10:1 fE. the angel plays a part, while in 17:1 the great harlot 
of Babylon and in 21 :g the new Jerusalem are shown by the angel. That is, 
in the passages which appear to be borrowed more or less ready made from 
conventional apocalyptic imagery the function of the angel is dearer. The 
representation of Jesus as the angd of interpretation is, of course, a dis- 
tina Christian touch, but is simply an obvious adaptation of apocalyptic 
imagery and usage. 

Since this book is thus a genuine apocalypse, although with some minor 
variations, several earlier avenues of interpretation are definitely dosed. 
It is failure to observe this which has led to so many misconceptions of 
the nature of the book which in turn prompted the English preacher, Adam 
Clarke, to exclaim in one of his sermons: “The more it was smdied, the 
less was it understood, as generally either finding a man cracked or leaving 
him so.” Nor would the English ^vine, if still alive today, find it necessary 
to modify his remark. 

These predictions are not to be seen as having to do with a far-distant 
future; they are to be realized at once. This is the essence of all apocalyptic, 
and is specifically emphasized in this writing.®* Thus, taking the hint 6^om 
the genius of apocalyptidsm, we are to see the book concerned with the 
present crisis confronting the Christian churches, a crisis caused by the 
hostile ruling nation, Rom^ who, of course, is being indted by the invisible 

17:3; az:io. 

**Dan. 4:13,17- 

^Dan. 8:16 n.; 9:21 £E. 
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but potent powers of evil. In other words, the purpose of the book was 
solely to nerve Christians to stand firm in their hour of crisis. 

Methods of interpretation which fail to observe this patent fact may be 
safely disregarded. Three of them may be mentioned, (i) The church his- 
torical method. Those who hold this view see in the book a real prophecy 
of the unfolding history of the church from the writer’s time to that of 
the particular interpreter. Thus Mohammed, the Pope, Luther, Napoleon, 
Hitler are all seen depicted. In this type of interpretation the situation is 
exaedy inverted. When viewed as an apocalypse we see the author con- 
vinced that the end is near; from this curious angle of interpretation, how- 
ever, each interpreter feels that he (not the author) is living at the end of 
the age. Thus even to the present-day fervid but misguided individuals give 
away their possessions, put on their ascension robes, and — ^spend the rest 
of their days in the poorhouse or insane asylum. (2) The futurist method. 
Advocates see in the book a prophecy of what is to come to pass at the 
end, but, unlike those who hold the view just described, these individuals 
do not regard it as a recapitulation of the past but as a real prophecy, 
the time of whose fulfilment has not yet started. None of the things por- 
trayed has yet occurred. They will arise — ^immediately before the second 
advent— and then men will know them for what they are. (3) The 
symbolical method. This is much like the church historical, save that 
everything is taken from the realm of history and interpreted as a pictorial 
struggle between good and eviL 

As has been frequently remarked in the preceding pages, aU sound in- 
terpretations must start with the recognition that it is the Roman nation 
which is the immediate source of the persecution being endured and that 
the author is writing to nerve his foUowersr— not us— to make their 
stand. That is, it arises from the historical circumstances in which the 
author finds himself; the materials which he revises or produces anew 
are to be seen as largely depicting these circumstances. But at once diffi- 
culties arise when we attempt to interpret the book from this sound point 
of view. AU the material does not seem to fit into the scheme. That emperor 
worship, which was flourishing in Asia Minor at the end of the first 
century, is the particular bite noire to the author is clear; that in the latter 
days of Domitian this received a fresh impetus is generally, and probably 
righdy, assumed. None the less, there seems to be material in the book 
pointing to earlier periods. For example, when the seer is given a reed 
and told to measure the temple,^® it is reasonable to see an indication that 
the temple is still standing, hence, that it antedates 70 aj>. Or again, there 
is a curious osciUation with regard to the destruction of Rome. In 14:8 
the words, “Fallen, fiJlen is Babylon the great, that hath made all the 
nations to drink of the wine of the wrath of her fornication,” suggest that 

“Rev. ii:i ff. 
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this has already taken place; yet three chapters later it is predicted (17:16). 
In 18:2 it is announced as having occurred, while in 18:21 and 19:2 £ again 
it is predicted. It is not until 19:11-21 that it is finally effected. 

This has seemed to- many interpreters evidence that the book is not the 
product of one man but that at the most he is to be seen as an editor who 
has used earlier material without a thorough reworking. In 1886 E. Vischer 
in an important study^*^ argued that our writing is a Christian second 
edition of an earlier Jewish apocalypse. To the Jewish section (4:1-22:5) 
were prefixed and appended a Christian introduction (1:1-3:22) and 
conclusion (22:6-21); slight modifications and alterations were also made 
to the original.^® Vischer’s analysis led to several others. Today the view 
that it is largely an unmodified Jewish apocalypse is not generally held; 
none the less, the work of these investigators has forced the recognition 
that in the writing, or in its materials, various strata and different authors 
are to be seen. The degree to which it is broken up varies from the intri- 
cate analyses of Spitta, Johannes Weiss, and R. H. Charles to the view 
that while the author is an author (not a mere editor) he has made use of 
materials from the past, that these materials naturally reflect the crises 
which produced them, and that the author did not always work them 
over so thoroughly as to obliterate the older distinctive (and disharmonious) 
traces, although he occasionally sought to bring an older (and still un- 
fulfilled) prophecy up to date. As evidence of this it is possible to point not 
only to the patent fact that since the author shared the view common in 
his day that the beast of Daniel was Rome, not Antiochus Epiphanes, he 
revarnished that material,^® but also to the equally clear touch in 17:11. 
One can scarcely doubt that the awkward phrase, “And the beast that 
was, and is not, is himself also an eighth, and is of the seven,” is a later 
addition to a prophecy built upon the number seven in regulation apoca- 
lyptic style. Unfortunately, at the time of writing, however, an eighth em- 
peror was reigning. Prophecy uttered before the fact has in every age 
squeaked. While I am not convinced that either the intricate analysis of 
Charles or the twofold division of Vischer is necessary or probable, it does 
appear to me beyond reasonable doubt that the author—and I prefer this 
as a designation for him to editor — has taken over among other materials 
older oracles, perhaps some of them Jewish, and has incorporated them at 
times with little or no alteration. 

But another insight was prompted by Gunkel, who in 1895 in his very 
important study, Schopfung und Chaos, sought to explain the inconsistencies 
in a different way. Literary criticism had gone too far. It was also quite 

* Die Offenbarung Johannes, eine Judische Apo\(dypse in chrisdicher Bearheitung. 

“The following passages were regarded as Christian additions: 5:9-14,' 7:9-17; ii:8b; 12:11; 
15:9-10; 15:3; 16:15; 17:14; 19:9-10,11,13; 20:4-6; 2i:5b-8. Ihcrc were other 
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impossible to explain everything in the book by contemporary history; 
indeed, the absurdities of the allcgorists and symbolists lay at the door of 
the contemporary historical method. The real cause of the manifest in- 
consistencies was due to the growth of the tradition itself which the author 
had incorporated without really understanding it. Though Gimkel ad- 
mitted the final interpretation of the beast to be Rome, the bulk of the 
material was not produced anew for this purpose by this author or even 
by a group of immediate predecessors. Rather, it was for the most part 
very old material — old myths — ^which we find in the book; and they had 
been altered but very little. Chapter 12 occupied Gunkers particular atten- 
tion. This is not a Christian or Jewish creation depicting the birth of the 
Messiah, but is an ancient Babylonian creation myth which had been 
adopted for eschatology. All of this material has a long history extending 
over hundreds of years. The apocalyptist is not the inventor but the user, 
at times perhaps the adapter, of this old stuff. 

The most promising method of interpretation is a combination of these 
last three. Surely the book reflects contemporary history. At times the 
identifications are unmistakable. On the other hand, while the intricate 
analyses are improbable, we can, see different layers of material — the stratifi- 
cation of various documents or material, large sections of which are prob- 
ably Jewish — ^although it may well have come from the author’s hand 
essentially as we have it. Finally, while Gunkel and his pedisequi are 
wrong in their view that this “religionsgeschichtliche Methode” replaces 
the contemporary historical and literary critical, it is futile to deny that 
some very ancient material, in part at least antedating apocalypticism as 
such, has been incorporated. 

Thus it should be perfeedy clear that the book is in no sense a source 
of authentic history— past, present, or future. Its value lies simply in the 
intensity of faith, the unshaken confidence in the power of God which 
guarantees the final triumph of the righteous cause. To nerve his fol- 
lowers to stand firm he writes in this peculiar style. It is quite a mistake to 
try to identify each element of each vision, as if it were reflecting some his- 
torical event. Occasionally this can be done. The scarlet woman, wherever 
the author got the figure, is Rome who is even now drunk with the blood 
of the saints. Similarly, the two beasts of chapter ii— one is the Roman 
empire, the other the priesthood of emperor worship. The author may 
well have employed earlier figures, but he obviously employs them in this 
sense. Very often, however, the apocalyptic tubes are squeezed simply to 
contribute to the general picture. None die less, it should be clearly recog- 
nized that, although it is couched in all the imagery of apocalypticism, it is 
for a definite purpose. It is not merely an extravaganza from the mind of 
a religious fanatic running wild. 

Again, the book is solely the product of study and reflection. No living 
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man, even in the wildest vision or nightmare, actually saw the things he 
describes. They are simply paper descriptions. Again and again the same 
event is portrayed in diilerent visions — as is also notably the case in 
Daniel— or, as has already been remarked, he sees it again in preparation. 
Nor is it out of place to remark that, even if he had actually seen them, 
the mind of man is such that he could not have remembered them all in 
this welter of detail. He may well have been an ecstatic. But his seeing is 
simply the conventional means of describing what he wants to repre- 
sent.®® So conventional is the phrase that the author naturally “turns to 
see the voice” which was talking to him (1:12); he sees a book sealed 
with seven seals, but sees that it is written within and on the back (5:1). 
He sees the new Jerusalem in the form of a perfect twelve-thousand-furlong 
cube,— fifteen hundred miles I (21:16). He sees the son of man holding 
seven stars in his right hand, yet placing that same right hand on his 
(the writer’s) head (1:16 f.). He sees the four-and-twenty elders prostrat- 
ing themselves before the Lamb, seemingly unencumbered by the bulky 
golden harps and shallow bowls filled with incense which they were at 
that moment balancing in their hands (5:8). The use of the numbers 
7 and 3Vi; their reference and correspondence to other visions; the sudden 
shifts of scene, now in heaven, now on earth; the almost monotonous “and 
another angel” — all these are simply stage properties," This is no hastily 
thrown olf pamphlet or chronicling of some weird dreams, but a carefully 
studied product of tremendous, if sensational, imagination. Furthermore, 
as has already been remarked, although he has used freely earlier mate- 
rials, much of which may well be pre-Christian, and has not always re- 
vamped or revised them thoroughly, he is not to be viewed as an editor 
or compiler. The only just term is author. 

When shall we date the writing? The most noticeable emphasis in the 
book is the hatred of Rome. The contrast with Paul’s sober words (espe- 
cially Rom. 13:1-7) is striking. I Peter 2:13-17, too, urges obedience to 
Rome, but with the additional note that Christians are not to think it 
strange if the fiery trial be among them (4:12). That is, while there is 
no intimation in Paul— or in Acts— of persecution by Rome, as such, yet 
in I Peter it appears to me present, although I Peter has none of the in- 
cendiary character of Revdation, but is far more at one in this respect 
with Paul, although many years later. None the less, I sec no difficulty in 
dating I Peter and Revelation from the same period* There is no reason 
to assume that all Christians viewed the future alike. The Revelation of 
John moves in the field of the exaggerated with its thousands and ten 

^ Failure to observe this demeatal fact of apocalypticism has led to many unfortunate con- 
sequences, perhaps the worst of which has to do with the Jewish view of the Messiah. Because 
occasional writers had occasion in their chronicles of personally conducted tours of heaven to see 
the Messiah, modem scholars have evolved the remarkable theory of the **Jcwish doctrine of the 
preexistent Mesdah*’! 
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thousands. There is little reason to assume that the number of martyrs 
had been numerically large. But for this author there is only earthly woe 
and sorrow in sight; in short, he is an alarmist. I see no ground for 
doubting that at any time after Nero’s burning of Christians in Rome or, 
for that matter, after Caligula’s attempt to set up his statue in Jerusalem, 
some Christians and some Jews may have been fanned to fury and may 
have regarded Rome as determined upon the annihilation of true religion. 
That all, however, shared these views is preposterous. 

It is generally felt, and rightly, that emperor worship is the source of 
our author’s v^rath. Although emperor worship had been the spontaneous 
act of provincials in Asia Minor accustomed to the earlier worship of Alex- 
ander the Great, evoked by the lively sense of gratitude for the improved 
conditions which the Augustan reform had produced and not forced upon 
unwilling subjects by the emperors themselves, it had been from the start 
an unmitigated offence to Jews and Christians aHke. Jews had fared far 
better than Christians because of their recognized status. To Christians, 
equally unreconciled but not exempted, it was an impossible demand. 
Their refusal always exposed them to possible persecution. Apparently 
Domitian (81-96 aj>.) in his later days took this worship more seriously 
than any of his predecessors save Gaius (Caligula). But though it is com- 
monly said that he 'conducted a persecution of Christians because of their 
refusal, there is no evidence of an imperial edict from him enforcing 
the cult against Christians. The correspondence between Trajan and Pliny 
in Bithynia in the early second century indicates that Christians were under 
suspicion and had occasionally at least been executed. Ignatius’ well-known 
difficulty in becoming a martyr indicates, however, that even in his time 
there was no sweeping attempt. But to a man of the obviously morbid outlook 
toward Rome of our author no especial time of real crisis need be as- 
sumed. Any date after Nero might well have seemed to him as critical 
a moment as had the impious act of Antiochus Epiphancs to Daniel. Chris- 
tians could do no less than repudiate absolutely tie whole imgodly system. 

On the other hand, there seem to be definite indications of a date at the 
end of the century, which date, although not demanded by the alarmist 
tone, is perfeedy congenial to it. The two beasts of chapter 13, respectively 
the Roman empire and the priesthood of the imperial cult, are the very 
embodiment of evil. The devil has given Rome his authority over the 
world. The reference to the head “as though it had been smitten unto 
death” (13:3) may plausibly be the author’s reinterpretation of an older 
view and thus evidence the Nero redivivus legend current at the end of the 
first century. Again 17:11 can scarcely be earlier than Domitian, and appears 
to be an obvious attempt to bring an earlier prophecy written in the time 
of Vespasian or Titus up to date. No interpreter of the book appears to 
feel he has done his full duty without a discussion of the famous “number 
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of a man” in 13:18. In spite of somewhat over-optimistic “solutions,” there 
appears to me nothing certain or definite about it — even the number itself 
is uncertain, for, though 666 is the customary reading, there is ancient evi- 
dence favouring 616. It may be that it is a riddle to be solved by supplying 
letters in such a way that they spell the required name and that their numeri- 
cal values total the required 6^ (or 6i6). It would be fruitless to review 
in detail the various attempts. Among them may be listed “Nero Cassar” 
(written in Hebrew characters), “lateinos” ije.^ “the Roman” (written in 
Greek), “Gaius Caesar” (in Greek), “Chaos of Old.” Others view it not the 
riddle of a man’s name but a play upon the values which certain numbers 
had in Hebrew imagery. “Six” carried a sinister meaning. It fell just short 
of “seven,” the sacred number of perfection. Thus six upon six upon six 
represents the apotheosis of evil, and also its ultimate defeat, failing as 
it docs to reach seven. Others point to the fact that 666 is a trian^ar 
number, that is, the sum of the arithmetic progression 1 + 2 + 3 + 4 + 
... 36. Again this 36 is the triangular number of the series 1+2 + 3 + 4 + 
... 8. And since a triangular number shares the meaning of its last com- 
ponent, 666 is the equivalent of 36 and hence of 8. Thus 666 represents the 
eighth emperor of 17:11. Perhaps the true meaning of the passage lies in 
the result of one of these various excursions into the realm of sacred 
arithmetic. Personally I should be most disinclined to use as a foundation 
a spherical stone which seems to be ready to roll in any direction of the 
compass. 

A date at the end of the first century appears to be in keeping with the 
picture of the seven churches in the letters of chapters 2 and 3. Ephesus has 
forsaken her first love, Sardis is practically dead; Laodicea’s spiritual life 
is extinct In Pergamum are Balaamites and Nicolaitans with antinomian 
teachings akin to those of the errorists rebuked by Jude and I John. Again, 
the tradition from Irenaeus down— whatever it may be worth— is that “it 
[the vision] was seen not a long time ago, but almost in our own genera- 
tion, at the end of the reign of Domitian.”®^ 

Several scholars have seen in 6:6 evidence for an even more exact dating. 
In 92 AJ>. Domitian forbade the cultivation of vines in the provinces, 
tacitly to encourage grain culture, but probably actually to serve as a 
protective measure for Italian producers of grapes. Because of the wide- 
spread opposition which the edict aroused it was reversed the next year.®^ 
S. Reinach argued that the book was written in 93 aj>., and that in the 
words, “A measure of wheat for a denarius, and three measures of barley 
for a denarius; and the oil and wine hurt thou not,” the author is protesting 
against the removal of this edict which to him (because of his ascetic 

“Ewsebius, Hist. Ecd, 10,18,3. 

** Suetonius, Dotnitum 7 and 14. 
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leaning) was wholesome. As a consequence the necessities of life will be 
dear, the luxuries cheap. 

On the other hand, there arc indications of an earlier date. Many of 
those so regarded are not probable. For example, the figure of the woman 
with her son fleeing from the dragon to the desert for three and a half 
years is scarcely to be seen as an allusion to the flight of the Christians from 
Jerusalem to Pella during the fateful siege of the city. Not only is it most 
unlikely that a Christian writer would call the Jerusalem church the 
“mother of Christ,** but the whole figure is probably borrowed by the 
author from older material. On the contrary, as has been already remarked, 
the command to the seer to measure the temple of God, but not the outer 
court (ii:i £), does imply that the temple is still standing and hence a 
date before 70 aj>. But this docs not demand that the book as a u/holc was 
then produced, but simply that the author has incorporated a fragment 
from that time. Again, the passage 17:9-11, to which I have already re- 
ferred, suggests that though in its present form it is from the time of 
Domitian the latter verses are simply additions to an earlier passage in 
which the seven heads had been mentioned. The presumption is that it wa* 
written during the reign of the sixth, Vespasian®^ — ^“the five are fallen, 
the one is, the other is not yet come.’* The additional word of the eighth 
who is also “of the seven** does not appear to me a part of the original 
seven scheme, but a later touch intended to bring it up to date. Whether 
the last part of verse 10, “and when he [Le^ “the seventh**] cometh he must 
continue for a little while,’* is to be seen a part of the original prophecy— 
the author is sure that the end is near; hence Vespasian’s successor will 
remain but a short time — or is also an addition written at the time of 
verse ii and thus reflecting the fact that Titus did reign but two years 
appears to me impossible of decision. 

Thus, as I see it, the evidence is by no means uniform. However we 
interpret it, one thing is certain. There arc strata of different material in 
the book, but the imity of style inclines me away from partition theories. 
The book as a whole is a unity— that is, the author has welded all the stuff 
together. I am inclined to feel that the traditional date is the more probable, 
hat is, that the author himself was the one who made the later additions, 
rather than to see it as composed as a piece at the earlier date, with 
later touches added by different and subsequent hands. 

The identity of the author of this book is but one of the many New 

•Augustus 31 B.c.'‘i4 AJ>-, Nero 54-68, 

Tiberius 14-37, Vespasian 69-79, 

Gains (Caligula) 37-41, Titus 79-81, 

Claudius 41-54, Domitian 81-96. 

Julius was not usually included in the list of the emperors. It is scarcely probable Aat the ri- 
vals Galba, Otho, or Vitellius, who contended for the throne through the terrible year 68-69, 
would be reckoned in the line. 
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Testament puzzles which will probably continue to entice investigators 
and to elude their investigation. Some things about him, however, are 
reasonably sure. That he was a Jewish Christian has usually been assumed, 
and probably rightly. Not only is he familiar with the Old Testament— 
this in itself would prove little, even though it must be admitted his ac- 
quaintance, especially with apocalyptic passages, is minute and exact— but 
his references to gentiles®^ exhibit the natural attitude of the Jew, while 
the term “Jew” is one of honour and not to be abused.^® Hebrew he under- 
stands. The Greek is a barbarous and wretched jargon written with no regard 
for the most elemental rules of syntax. Perhaps it is to be explained as 
the production of a man whose mother tongue was Semitic. The real 
objection to it being translation Greek appears to be the difficulty in finding 
a translator whose knowledge of Greek was so near nil. Actually at times 
it appears as if the barbarisms were intentional. The frequent coordination 
of participles with finite verbs; the treatment of 6 as an indeclinable 
noun; the production of 6 to parallel it— these are but a sample of 
what one may expect. In this present study it appears poindess to clutter 
the page with a list of these solecisms. A half-hour’s reading by one 
competent to judge will be far more profitable, while for one unable to 
make such an examination for himself the evidence would, of course, be 
meaningless. Suffice it to say that the mellifluous prose and poetry of the 
King James Version — ^as in so many other portions of the Bible, notably 
Isai^ 53 — ^is vasdy different from the original it portrays. 

The Tubingen school regarded the writing an attack upon PauL In 
2:9 and 3:9 they saw Paul lampooned among those “who say they are Jews 
and are not,” and again in zrz, “who call themselves aposdes and are not.” 
The reproof of the Pergamites who eat things sacrificed to idols was viewed 
as a criticism of Paul’s word in I Cor. 1025-30. The woman Jezebel in 
Thyatira who called herself a prophetess (220), and who has so puzzled 
commentators, was easily recognizable to them: she was of course a bur- 
lesque of Lydia whose conversion is recorded in Acts 16:14-15. Was she not 
of the city of Thyatira and a friend of Paul’s? Since not only Peter and 
James but even Paul had had visions of Jesus, these scholars found little 
difficulty in the assumption that a group of Christians felt it but natural 
for John to have had one too. (And in this point, it may be parenthetically 
remarked, they were probably correct, although not in the conclusion they 
drew from it) Today this view has been largely abandoned. There is no 
slightest evidence of any of the distinctly Pauline emphases: he neither 
affirms nor denies but simply ignores them. 

Is there evidence pointing to his identity? Four times he calls himself 

“C£. Rev. II a; 20:3,8, 

*Rfiv. 2:9; 3:9. 
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John,®® once “the slave of Jesus Christ,”®^ once “your brother and partaker 
with you in the tribulation and kingdom and patience which are in Jesus.”®® 
Asia Minor may well have been his home, since he not only appears to 
feel a responsibility for its various churches (or at least selects seven of 
them to epitomize Christians), but also shows an apparent familiarity with 
their condition. That he was an aposde is nowhere affirmed, nor does he sug- 
gest that he had ever been with Jesus. To be sure, his tone is severe to those 
who would add to or detract from his book,®® but surely this is no indication 
of apostleship. His words are a revelation from God; he is warning against 
a mutilation of them. That the reference to “ye apostles” in 18:20 proves 
that he was not an aposde appears to me doubtful since it is quite parallel 
to the words which immediately follow, “and ye prophets.” Surely he 
considered himself a prophet. On the other hand, the matter-of-fact refer- 
ence to the “twelve aposdes of the Lamb” (21:14) suggests that he was 
not one of them. 

Thus the tradidon which from the time of Justin Martyr usually (but by 
no means universally) ascribed this writing to John the son of Zebedee finds 
litde support from the writing itself while the extreme difficulty the book 
had in the whole East (with the sole exception of Asia Minor) in com- 
mending itself to readers as worthy of a place in the sacred writings, even 
though it purported to be by “John,” which must surely have suggested 
the famous aposde who bore that name, is not to be minimized or disre- 
garded. Furthermore, it is apparendy definitely excluded by the high prob- 
ability that although, as we have seen, the book was not written until the 
very end of the first century, and quite conceivably two decades later, John 
the son of Zebedee was martyred before 70 aj>. This evidence has been 
frequendy printed in recent years, and may be briefly summarized, (i) 
George Hamartolos in his ninth century Chronicle^ as preserved in the 
codex Coislinianusy states that John “was deemed worthy of martyrdom,” 
and quotes Papias’ words (which he then amplifies and comments upon) 
that “he was killed by the Jews.” (2) In spite of the apparent errors in this 
passage from George, the fact that Papias actually ffid so write appears 
from the so-called dc Boor fragment of an epitome (600-800 aj).) of the 
Chronicle of the fifth-century writer, Philip of Side. Here, too, Papias is 
quoted: “Papias in the second book says that John the divine and James 
his brother were killed by Jews.” (3) That Papias’ source of information is 
simply an inference from Mark 10:35-40 or its parallel, Matt. 20:20-23, is pos- 
sible. None the less, this Marcan passage itself affords solid ground. No 
reasonable interpretation of these words can deny the high probability 

■*Rcv. 1:1^4, 9; 22zB. 

•^Rev. 1:1. 

*®Rev. 1:9. 

^22:18,19. It need scarcely be reminded that these words apply solely to thb book and not 
to our whole Bible, of which he had never heard. 
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that by the time these words were written both brothers had “drunk the 
cup*’ that Jesus had drunk and had been “baptized with the baptism” 
with which he had been baptized. Furthermore, while in contrast to many 
scholars I am disinclined to date Mark before 70 aj)., it appears unjusti- 
fiable to place it many years after. (4) In Heracleon’s list of the apostles 
who did not suffer martyrdom, as quoted by Clement of Alexandria, 
arc Matthew, Philip, Thomas, and Levi, but not John. It may be also 
remarked that in a fifth century Syriac martyrology the joint martyrdom 
of James and John was celebrated on December 27. From this evidence it 
would appear highly probable that the story which is popularly told of 
John the beloved disciple being the only one of the twelve to die a peace- 
ful death has very little to commend it, but that he had been dead many 
years w'hen the Revelation was composed. Furthermore, it is to be observed 
that while, as has been already observed, the Revelation appears to have 
been produced by one who lived in Asia Minor, there seems litde evidence 
that John the aposde had laboured there. Thus in the Martyrium Andrecs 
the story of the aposdes casting lots shordy after the Ascension to see where 
they were destined to go records that to James and John was assigned the 
East. That the story is unhistorical is of course obvious. None the less, it 
evidences no knowledge of any tradition connecting John with Asia. Again 
the silence of Ignatius about John (although he mentions Paul) in his 
letter to Ephesus and the similar silence of all the sub-apostolic writers 
until 180 AJ>. would seem to make a residence of John in Ephesus most im- 
probable. 

Nor is it accurate to say that this skepticism runs counter ^’o the uniform 
tradition, for there was no uniform tradition. In addition to the material 
already cited it is to be observed that by the end of the second century a 
tradition was current that John had been exiled to Patmos. All the Revela- 
tion says is that he was “in the isle that is called Patmos.”^^ As the various 
guesses of the commentators make evident, the subsequent words, “for 
the word of God and the testimony of Jesus,” can be interpreted in many 
ways. Both Clement and Origen refer to the “exile,” but do not indicate 
which “king” it was who had caused it. Irenaeus, on the other hand, states 
that he wrote during the last years of Domitian, but does not refer to it as 
done while in exile. Probably the notion that he had been exiled by 
Domitian is due partly to a natural (but not necessary) inference from the 
book itself and partly to the words of Irenaeus. Other traditions, too, were 
common. Tertullian remarks that in Rome “John was first plunged, un- 
hurt, into boiling oil and thence remitted to his island-exile.”^^ This legend 
was apparently due to a fanciful interpretation of being “baptized” (Mark 

* Stromata iv,9. 

"Iter. 1:9. 

" da Preescript. Har, 36. 
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10:39). Other late legends are occasionally told, as that of his drinking a 
cup of poison or his meeting with the archheretic Cerinthus in the bath- 
house. Thus one negative conclusion seems justified. The author of Revela- 
tion — ^John though he may possibly have been — was not John the son of 
Zebedee. 

The other definite conclusion about authorship is also negative. The 
author was not the author of the Fourth Gospel and I John, and probably 
not of II John or III John, although this is not so glaringly impossible. 
From an early date the glaring dissimilarities between this gospel and 
the Revelation have been recognized. Dionysius of Alexandria {ca. 190-265 
A.D.) states the case with scholarly precision and accuracy.^® Style, vocabulary, 
ideas, and point of view are quite different. Nor should the contrast between 
the silence of the writer of the gospel with regard to himself and the repeated 
reference, “I, John,” in the Revelation be disregarded. Thus attempts to 
explain these differences as being due to a considerable lapse of time between 
the writings are unjustified for various reasons. First, there appears to be 
no adequate reason to postulate the lapse, since both writings are to be 
dated at the very end of the first century or in the early years of the second. 
Second, the reladonship between the two writings is distinedy not that of 
elementary or immature to mature. To mention but one point — the Greek 
of the gospel is not that of an improved Apocalypse. As H. B. Swete re- 
marked, “The difference is due to personal character rather than to reladve 
familiarity with Greek.” The Reveladon is easily the most strongly Jewish 
book in the New Testament; the Fourth Gospel is, on the contrary, philo- 
sophical and contcmpladve, revealing a debt both to Alexandrian thought 
and to Paul. Similaridcs do exist, and have often been tabulated,^ but are 
not of a quality to neutralize the greater differences. Both wridngs exhibit 
a fondness for such words as “witness” and “to bear witness”; for such 
figures of speech as “water of life,” “vineyard,” “shepherd,” “bride.” “As I 
also have received of my Father” (Rev. 2:27) may be compared with “This 
commandment received I from my Father” (John 10:8); or again, “And 
he that is athirst, let him come” (Rev. 22:17) with “If any man thirst, let 
him come unto me and drink” (John 7:37). That these similarities arc 
purely accidental is not probable, but that they indicate literary dependence 
in the terms of common authorship even less so. It would appear to me 
that they may be accounted for on the assumption (i) that both writings 
came from the same locality and thus are tinctured with similarities, or (2) 
that the Revelation had had sufficient influence upon the later writings — 

“Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. vii,a5,i-27. This section, unfortunately too long to reprint here, 
should be read and pondered. All modern treatments arc essentially a restatement of this able 
argumenL 

“R. H. Charles, ICC Rsveladon, Vol- I, pp. xxix-xxidv; Julicher, An Introduction to the 
New Testament, pp. a8i f. (German, pp. 259-261); W. Bousset, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 
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a very brief interval would be quite adequate — ^to cause an occasional strik- 
ing but superficial resemblance. Other questions pertaining to authorship 
including the extraordinarily difficult one, Why did the notion arise that all 
five writings were Johanninc.? may profitably be reserved for the chapter on 
the Fourth Gospel. 



Chapter XXXIX 

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MARK 

In approaching a study of the four gospels which for nearly nineteen cen- 
turies have occupied a unique place in Christian circles certain facts stand 
out. Three of these gospels stand very close together. They have a common 
plan; the same incidents occur in each; again and again events are described 
in all three in essentially identical language. For over a century it has been 
customary to refer to them as the Synoptic gospels. This designation does not 
mean that from them (in contrast to the fourth) one can gain a synopsis of 
the life of Jesus, but that they are so related one to the other that they can be 
printed in parallel columns with amazingly litde distortion. In contrast to 
these three — ^Matthew, Mark, and Luke — ^stands the fourth, John. To be 
sure, it, too, purports to tell about the central figure of Christianity, but the 
picture it gives is quite distinct. Not only does it differ totally in arrangement 
and phraseology, but the material itself is almost entirely unique. Thus the 
student is tempted to arrange the writings in two sharply separated classes — 
Synoptic gospels and John — and to focus his attention upon the agreements 
of the first three and the contrast between them and the fourth. To a large 
extent this division is justified and usefuL No solid or adequate treatment 
of the Synoptic gospels is possible without a clear recognition of their 
mutual similarities or resemblances and an attempt to explain them. And it 
is no less clear that the old attempts to print all four gospels in parallel 
columns is worse than useless. On the other hand, there has been a tendency 
in recent years to over-emphasize both the similarities of the Synoptics and 
the uniqueness of John. Actually Matthew, Ivlark, and Luke — despite agree- 
ments so amazing that any theory which denies literary dependence of two 
upon the third is unthinkable — ^arc by no means of a piece. Each has its own 
very distinct peculiarities which must not be overlooked. While it is essential 
to read them in the parallel columns of a harmony, it is no less true that if 
that is the only way in which they are read we fail almost utterly in appre- 
ciating them. Each was written to be read as a whole, not to be compared 
and collated with others. Then again, a word of warning is necessary against 
the popular practice today of magnifying the contrast between the Synoptists 
and John, Actually it appears to me that it is becoming increasingly dear 
that the Synoptic gospels stand distinedy closer to John than had been recog- 
nized, that is, that their purpose is by no means limited to a simple chronicle 
of the sayings and deeds of their hero, but that they share*-^t dme^ as in 
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Mark, verj' distinctly — the theological or doctrinal interest of John, In a 
word, although they attempt it from diilerent angles, all four of these writ- 
ings are intended to arouse and keep alive faith in Christ, to make him live 
in the hearts of men, to provide a polemic against the outside world, and in 
no little degree to establish and demonstrate convictions and beliefs that had 
become sacred. 

Students find it comparatively easy to memorize the main facts incident to 
the Synoptic problem and to the Johannine; they talk (or write glibly) 
about the priority of Mark, the nature of Q, the ways in which the two 
junior Synoptists modified the elder, the total unlikeness of the Fourth 
Gospel; but when given a list of the passages from the four gospels from 
which scholars have reached these various conclusions, they are as likely to 
ascribe the Raising of Lazarus to Mark as to John, have no opinion at all 
as to where such parables as the Talents and the Pounds are to be found, 
and seem quite surprised to discover that the Cleansing of the Temple 
occurs in a different situation in John than in the other three. Since it is 
manifestly impossible to have an opinion about the four gospels without a 
reasonably exact knowledge of the aims (and subject-matter!) of each of 
them, it has appeared wise to consider somewhat in detail each of the three 
Synoptists as separate units before attempting to discuss in orderly style the 
thornier questions of literary relationship. But though the Synoptic problem, 
as such, will be reserved for a later chapter, it will, of course, be quite 
impossible to avoid all reference to it in a discussion of the nature and meth- 
ods of Matthew and Luke and the use they made of Markan material. That 
Mark is anterior to Matthew and Luke is so much a matter of common 
knowledge to laymen as well as to professional students that it would appear 
unnecessary at this point to justify the discussion of Mark before Matthew. 

Mark is a brief but highly dramatic narrative or sketch. It is in no sense 
a biography or life of Christ. One point alone is of superlative interest to 
the author, the hostility against Jesus which ended in his crucifixion — 
whereby he gave his life a ransom to many— and which was succeeded by 
his resurrection and expected second coming, as a consequence of which the 
cause of God is made ultimately triumphant. This motif governs everything 
in the gospel. There is no prologue or introduction. The book starts in 
medias res. It treats only the critical period, and contains none but sig- 
nificant events. Far from being loosely thrown together, it is tightly articu- 
lated, and with a distinct progress. The style is rapid and terse; the adverb 
^^immediately’* occurs again and again to coimect one section with the 
preceding. Constandy the author falls .into the historic present, so real to 
him is the scene. The parataede “and” is very noticeable, but by no means 
lessens the dramatic quality. As the narrative proceeds, the tone of excite- 
ment heightens, until in the last pages-Hhe dreadful days in Jerusalemr^ 
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there is no let-down or breathing-space till the very end, the death. His 
enemies are victorious; his body is put in a rock-cut tomb. The curtain falls 
with the audience speechless. Then after a quick moment the curtain rises 
again for an instant. No longer is the sky grey and forbidding. In the light 
of the Easter morning the tomb is seen open and empty. An angel gives the 
glad tidings; “He is risen; he is not here ... he goeth before you into 
Galilee; there shall ye see him, as he said unto you.”^ The curtain falls. It is 
only as we sense this tremendous dramatic quality — ^in many ways the gospel 
may be compared with one of the operas of Wagner — that we really grasp 
the nature of this writing. There is only one way to read this gospel, and 
that is at a sitting, and it leaves one tense and exhausted. 

The sayings of Jesus, comparatively few in Mark, are introduced solely on 
the basis of this idea — ^the inception and development of the conflict. They 
are no mere illustrations of his teachings, but they regularly strike the note 
of success in spite of opposition. Thus in chapter 4 the parable of the Sower 
makes clear that some of the seed will produce its abundant harvest despite 
all mishaps. The lamp is not — cannot be — ^placed under the bushel or the 
bed; its place is on the stand, for it is to give light. The seed grows secredy; 
the sower need not worry, for the earth must bring it forth. Small though 
the mustard seed be, it will produce its great plant. Similarly the attacks on 
the Pharisees are introduced as the clash becomes more intense. The es- 
chatalogical section is thus seen to be a genuine part of the fundamental 
problem; it provides the only solution to the tragedy, a veritable deus ex 
machina. This section may well be wrought from different sayings, some of 
them already grouped, and put ready-made into Jesus’ mouth. But it is no 
patch on the garment. It stands the great prophecy of ultimate victory even 
through disaster, and makes possible the great crescendo to the book: 
“Verily I say imto you. This generation shall not pass away, until all these 
things be accomplished.”^ Victory and reward, and they arc soon to come! 

Thus it is surely fair to say that the book was written to meet the objec- 
tions and attacks aroused by the death of Jesus. But this is not the only pur- 
pose, for together with the central note of the developing hostility another 
may be discovered closely intertwined with it, viz,, the belief that Jesus had 
been anointed by God for a special service, and is thus the “son of man.” His 
purpose is not to prove that this was true, but rather to explain how it could 
be true in the face of the stubborn fact that he had been crucified. Thus the 
gospel is distinctly theological in purpose, and hence to a measure resembles 
John. Two strands arc woven together: the one revealing the nature of the 
quarrel, and showing that Jesus was innocent of any just charge; the other 
making clear that Jesus* death had been no accident, but was divinely ap- 
pointed. God’s anointed had come, had been recognized, had gone to his 

16:6 £. 

*MMk i3;30. 
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rightful place at God’s right hand, but in the near future will return to 
gather his chosen to the glories of participation in the coming kingdom. 

Two other interests may also be discerned, although both of them are quite 
subordinate. The first may be called a geographical interest. He has ar- 
ranged his material into two sharply defined periods — one in Galilee (chap- 
ters 1-9), the other in Jerusalem, whither he had gone from Galilee through 
the Perea (10-16:8). Nor are these essentially duplicates. They are portrayed 
in a very ciifferent way. It is not until the end of the first that the disciples 
grasp— -and then only dimly, for, like the man in the highly significant story, 
they see “men as trees, walking’’ — ^who he really is. Then in the second period 
he devotes himself almost exclusively to his disciples, and starts his teaching 
of the impending tragedy and triumph, a teaching which they fail to appre- 
ciate fully until they see it reflected by the Easter Hght. The other interest 
lies in the attempt to establish the position of the aposdes as legitimate, the 
true representatives of Jesus in the church. Thus he describes their call, lists 
their names, and paints a picture of the mission upon which Jesus sends 
them. Why the author introduces this emphasis is perhaps not quite clear. 
It appears to me not improbable that it is in the form of a tacit reproof of 
the earlier claims of Jerusalem to leadership, based upon the fact that James 
was the brother of Jesus. However that may be, Mark finds himself involved 
in difficulties here, for his view of the ‘‘Messianic secret” leads him con- 
standy to make Jesus disparage their insight and to stress their failure to 
believe. 

Since Mark’s order was taken over bodily by Matthew and Luke, it is easy 
to be beguiled into thinking that it is the actual order of events. Obviously, 
if the baptism story is historical, it came at the beginning of the ministry; it 
is equally clear that the ministry in Galilee preceded the shameful death on 
Calvary, and probably the sojourn in Jerusalem, but it is equally clear that 
Mark’s reason for arranging them thus was not to produce a biographical 
sketch nor even to conform to a definite chronology. As will be suggested 
in a later chapter, it is highly probable that there were few if any dear 
indications in the various separate stories and traditional words which formed 
the bulk of his material as to when or where this or that was said or done. 
Occasionally an inddent may be chronicled in its actual sequence, but there 
seems litde reason for feeling that this was of particular concern to the 
evangelist. Even the earliest scenes are placed in this position consciously, 
not to conform to any tradition but rather for a very practical purpose. The 
Baptist appears to announce the coming of his greater successor. This serves 
to introduce Jesus into the scene and to sound the note all important for the 
reader. He is baptized, and receives visible evidence of the Father’s choice. 
He now knows his function, and in quiet confidence returns to Galilee 
after the wilderness temptation. Nor shoidd it be overlooked that the tempta- 
tion story is of the utmost importance for the evangelist’s notion of the 
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“Messianic secret” so scrupulously kept by Jesus. The demons have learned 
it when he bested them in the wilderness, and hence regularly recognize 
him.® This is one of the ways whereby the evangelist lets his readers into the 
great secret. Not only do they hear the demons* cries of recognition, but 
they too have heard the word, “Thou art my beloved son.” Thus we can 
watch Jesus exercising his power without sharing the astonishment of those 
in Capernaum (1:21-28), for we know the secret. Furthermore, it is by 
no means clear that the events recorded as occurring in the early days are 
so to be placed. One example will suffice. Following the healing of the leper 
it is said that his fame was now such that he “could no more openly enter 
into a city, but was without in desert places: and they came to him from 
every quarter” (1^5). But that this would appear to come from a later 
period is implied by such passages as 2:1; 3:1; and 6:1-6, where he is repre- 
sented as still teaching openly in synagogues and cities. These events are 
placed as they are not for chronological accuracy but to reveal Jesus’ increas- 
ing fame — ^“And the report of him went out straightway everywhere into 
all the region of Galilee round about” (ita8). But in view of his belief that 
Jesus scrupulously hid his secret from the populace, the evangelist asserts 
that Jesus’ word to any who might have an inkling of it— as the healed leper, ^ 
or the demons** — ^was to keep silent. This has a twofold purpose: it warns us 
that Jesus was not responsible for the charge soon to come that he was a 
seditious man; it also serves to explain why it was that, if Jesus had per- 
formed such deeds, it had not become clear to all who he was. 

Fizrthermor^ in the Galilean ministry the materials were brought in skil- 
fully to heighten the picture of the devdoping opposition from the Pharisees. 
He heals the paralytic (2:1 fi.), and more than that declared his sins for- 
given; he violated without qualm the sanctity of the Sabbath. Whatever the 
original jpre'-Markan form of these narratives may have indicated concern- 
ing Jesus’ notion of his own power and authority in these cases,® it is dear 
that in the judgment of Mark Jesus’ attitude appeared presumptuous in the 
extreme to his critics. Opposition to him is rising even as his fame is in- 
creasing. Why is the story of the fasting of John’s disciples and the corre- 
sponding failure of Jesus’ disdples to fai introduced so early Surely there 
is no chronological sequence between 2:15-17 and 2:18-22, although the 
former with its reference to Jesus and his disdples at table provides a setting 
for the next secdon. The latter passage serves to strike the prophetic note, 
“But the days will come, when the bridegroom shall be taken away from 
them^ and then will they fast in that day.” Opposition had already occurred 
(2:6,16). Soon (3:6) the sharper note is struck, “And the Pharisees went out, 
and straightway with the Herodians took counsd against him, how they 

* See above, p. 157. 

^Mark 1:45 L 

"Mark 1:34. 

"See above, p. 162. 
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might destroy him.” They accuse him of Satanic power, and he turns the 
tables upon them (3:22 S.). But worse than this, the even more ominous 
note had been struck — the Twelve have been selected — “and Judas Iscariot, 
who also betrayed him'* (3:19). Even his own family are unresponsive, even 
downright suspicious, and think him crazy (3:21). This mention of his 
family makes natural the reference to his mother and brethren and provides 
the setting for his portentous answer: “Whosoever shall do the will of God, 
the same is my brother, and sister, and mother” (3:35). 

In chapter 4, as has already been suggested, a few parables are included. 
Their significance at this point is obvious. They are placed here, not because 
this was the time chronologically that he had uttered them, but to strike a 
note of encouragement for the reader. The clouds are heavy, but the day of 
victory will come. What more appropriate than that on that very day (4:35) 
he crossed the lake and stilled the menacing wind and waves.? Surely a 
glorious climax to the note of victory which he had just sounded. It is as if 
the author were whispering: “As he sdlled the waves and was victorious 
over storms, so we shall see him victorious over his more dangerous enemies.” 
So we could carry the story of the developing conflict straight to the awful 
end. There seems, accordingly, litde valid reason to question the fact that 
the gospel structure bears indisputable evidence of intentional and studied 
arrangement and pointing of blocks of material originally quite detached 
and separate. 

A little further on in the narrative the disciples are rebuked for their 
blindness: they have seen the two miraculous feedings, of the five thousand 
and of the four thousand, and yet, although Jesus is in the boat, they can 
bewail their lack of bread (8:14-21)! Is it simply coincidence that this inci- 
dent is immediately followed by the story of the blind man, who gains 
his sight, but at first only in part, so that he sees men “as trees, walking” 
(8:22-26) .? Whatever the original nature of the story is — as the sober account 
of an actual event there are obvious difficulties: how did the blind man 
know what either trees or men looked like? — as Mark has utilized it it marks 
the turning point of the gospel. It is immediately followed by the similar 
experience of Peter. From his eyes, too, at Caesarea Philippi the scales faU 
and he makes his famous confession (8:27-30). But like the man in the 
story his sight is at first not clear, and he must be rebuked for his failure 
to sec that suffering and death were a necessary part of Jesus’ task (8:31-33). 
Then follows the Transfiguration, “after six days.” Why telescope these two 
events — did nothing happen during the six days? There appears to me little 
question that this too is simply the result of Mark’s arrangement of mate- 
riaL The origin of the story itself may well be quite distinct,'^ There would 
appear to me adequate reason for considering it but one of the many 

’It should be compared with the strikingly similar story of Moses in the mountain, with its 
reference to the lapse of six days, the veiling clouds, and the vision of Jehovah (Exod. 24:12-18). 
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resurrection stories which circulated in the early days,® but which eventually 
dropped out of sight. For Mark, however, it is the necessary sequel to Peter’s 
confession. Peter has made his statement; God’s answer comes from heaven. 
Peter was right. “This is my beloved Son: hear ye him.”® The first word 
from heaven, at the time of the baptism, was for Jesus’ information, and 
had been addressed to him personally; the later word is appropriately ad- 
dressed to the disciples, and comes to confirm their dawning faith. Again 
Peter sees “men as trees, walking”— ‘Let us make three tabernacles; one 
for thee, and one for Elijah, and one for Moses I” (9:5). Then follows a 
series of pathetic instances of blindness — ^the dispute of the Twelve as to 
preeminence (9:33 £), the presumptuous request of James and John 
(10:35 if.), the faithlessness of Judas (14:10 f.), the sleeping disciples in 
the garden (14:32 ff.), their cowardly flight (14:50). Even Peter sits down 
by the fire of his enemies (14:53 ff.) I 
Other instances of the blindness of the disciples— both before and after 
their partial illumination— occur: their perplexity after the stilling of the sea 
(4:41); their failure to comprehend the nature of Jesus’ question regarding 
the woman with the issue of blood (5:31) — and of course the reader under- 
stands as the disciples do not, what the question really means^® — their 
failure to “understand about the loaves (6:52); their attitude towards other 
exorcists (9:38 if.); their attempt to prevent the folk from bringing the 
children to Jesus (10:13 ff.); their perplexity at Jesus’ words about riches 
(10:23 above all their inability to understand parables (4:10-20,33 f.). 
These many and striking examples— many of which are either omitted or 
toned down by Matthew and (or) Luke — are intentionally employed by 
Mark because of his view of the Messianic secret of Jesus, and form his 
answer to the larger query, Why this hostility to Jesus.? Mark’s answer is: 
Jesus had not revealed it to his hearers, even to the Twelve, although upon 
them it had gradually and partially dawned, due in part to their frequent 
observations, but principally to their private instruction, for it was theirs to 
know the mystery of the kingdom (4:10 £). This, of course, involves Mark 
in the distinct historical difficulties already mentioned.^^ How could the 
disciples be so obtuse.? If they had been privileged to enjoy such intimate 
views of his power and his private instruction, why did they not see? How 
could they continue to misunderstand his explicit word about his suffering 
and coming glory? The crowd, on the other hand, is prevented by God 
from seeing it. This necessitates his artificial explanations of the purpose of 
Jesus* parables^ 

•cf. I Cor. 1553-7- 

*Mark 9:7, 

”For John's use of this familiar literazy device, see pp. 443-445. 

“Sec pp. 165, 167. 
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Unto you is given the mystery of the kingdom of God: but unto them that are 
without, all things are done in parables: that seeing they may see, and not per- 
ceive; and hearing they may hear, and not understand; lest haply they should turn 
again, and it should be forgiven them^^ — 

and also of the injunction to ‘‘tell it to no man/* although occasionally, as 
in the case of Jairus’ daughter, any such word of secrecy is, of course, quite 
artificial in view of the attention that the child’s death has already aroused 
(531-43). 

In Jerusalem the obvious arrangement of incidents by Mark is to be seen, 
especially since some of them are sheerest legend: the Cursing of the Barren 
Fig Tree (11:12-14,20-23), prophetic of the fate of the fruitless nation; the 
Cleansing of the Temple (11:15-18); the even clearer prophecy of the merci- 
less irony of history in the parable of the Wicked Husbandmen (12:1-12); 
the plotting and questions to lure him into a trap (12:13-27); his orthodox 
answer regarding the law (12:28-34) — ^no insurgent or blasphemer he, in 
spite of his shameful death! — ^his final silencing of his opponents by the 
question regarding David’s son (12:35-37) and his warning against them 
(12:38-40); the touchingly significant contrast shown by the Widow and her 
two Mites (12^1-44)/® Then, as the opposition reaches its height, the words 
of the coming triumph in the eschatological chapter. Following this inter- 
lude, which serves not only to heighten the picture but to give the disciples 
the information which they need and can use when once their eyes are 
really open, comes the final tragedy to which all eke has led up and the 
quick glimpse of the glorious victory which has been so often hinted to the 
disciples— but with their half-closed eyes they had been unable to see it— 
and so explicitly revealed to the reader. 

There is order and progress in the gospel, but it is the order produced 
by an eflScient and able artist, not the order of history. All this should warn 
us against the notion that the gospel is the rough-and-ready product of a 
half-illiterate Galilean fisherman. Perhaps the Greek is in spots rough — 
although not nearly so bad as many modern critics, whose command of 
Greek is largely due to Hadley and Allen or Goodwin^ maintain; if so, it 
simply makes the more dazzUng the superlative beauty of the picture it 
presents. 

The question of the original language of the gospel has been debated 
pcriodicily for centuries. Recently it has been raised afresh. Our gospel 
stands in Greek; on the other hand, not only did Jesus obviously use 
Aramaic, but there are distina Semitisms in our Greek Mark. The question 
then is. Was our gospel written in Greek or do we have a translation of an 

^Maik 4:11 f. Hence such a private explanation of a parable as 4:14-20 is surely secondary, 
althoagh it may not have been produced by Mark afresh, but rimply utilized in acc^ with his 
view. 

**This last story may well be suggested by the reference to "widows’* in the preceding verse. 
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earlier Aramaic version? Opinions differ^ although by far the greater num- 
ber of scholars today scout the suggestion of an Aramaic original, some — 
notably in the University of Chicago — seeming to consider the suggestion a 
personal affront. C. C. Torrey, the veteran Semitist of Yale, on the con- 
trary, feels that it is certain.^^ There is no question that there are crabbed 
and infelicitous turns in the Greek quite contrary to the manifest literary 
skill of the author, who is, as we have seen, no ill-educated or half-educated 
man. It has been maintained that he thought in Aramaic and translated as 
he wrote. This, while far from impossible, is only a conjeaure; but for 
that matter the same is true for all the rival views. The faa that the Old 
Testament is regularly quoted from the Septuagint does not constitute direct 
evidence that Greek was the original language, for even if the author were 
translating from cither a written document or “in his head,” he would 
naturally make use of the version his readers employed. To me the super- 
lative difficulty underlying the notion of an Aramaic original is the question 
of date. The early date which Torrey is obliged to postulate — ^to be sure, he 
makes virtue of necessity — ^appears to me grossly improbable if not down- 
right impossible. Hence I am inclined to feel that the appearance of transla- 
tion Greek is probably most plausibly explained as due to the wide use of 
Aramaic sources, written or oral. If, however, the exponents of form criti- 
cism, notably Dibelius,^® are correct that many at least of the pericopes from 
which the gospel is framed were produced in mission preaching to gentiles, 
even this concession is not free from difficulties. It would be rewarding if a 
scholar at home in the literary criticism of the gospels and at the same time 
equipped with a competent knowledge of Aramaic were to examine the 
Markan text with an eye to determining whether there are sections of peric- 
opes in which the hona fide Aramaisms are most evident and then, if this 
be true, to determine the nature of these sections. 

Recently the question of a Latin original has been raised afresh.^® Appeal 
is made to the tradition that Mark was Peter’s interpreter. Why, queries 
West, should Peter need an interpreter to Greek-speaking people after thirty 
years’ preaching, especially in view of his earlier activity in Antioch (Gal. 
2:11 £E.)? The presence of numerous Latinisms in the gospel^^ is stressed, 
together with such interpretations as “two mites^ which make a quadranf 
(12^2) and “within the courts which is the Pratorium'* (15:16), in both of 
which cases Greek words are given their Latin equivalents. Couchoud 

C. CX Torrey, The Four Gospels and Our Translated Gospels. 

M. Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel and A Fresh Approach to the Near Testament and 
Early Christian Literature. 

” Cf. the articles by J. C. West in the Interpreter, Vol. 20 (July, 1924)* and P.-L. Couchoud 
in the Crozer Quartetdy, Vol. 5 (January, 1928). 

” \eYuSi>y (5:9»I5); (6:37; 12:155 14:5); (7:4); Ajpeos (12:14); goSph^nfs 

(12^42); ^payeTCK&o) (15:15)5 Tpour&puov (15:16); KeyrvpUtP (l5:39»44>45)5 czueovhkrtap 

(6127). 
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further gives an elaborate and ingenius argument intended to show that the 
meaning of Mark is frequendy unintelligible and the phraseology unnatural 
save on this hypothesis. 

This view has never enjoyed any great popularity, although several 
manuscripts carry' the legend that the gospel was written in Latin, and in 
the subscription to the Peshitto and Harclean Syriac it is expressly stated, 
“wTitten in Latin in Rome.” Some scholars, notably Bacon, have urged that 
while this evidence does not warrant die assumption of a Latin original, it 
does tend to strengthen the tradition that Mark is a Roman gospel. The 
probability that it was written in Greek, not Latin, does not invalidate 
this hypothesis, for Greek was freely used in Rome in the first two centuries 
of our era. On the other hand, there is no direct evidence from the gospel 
itself for Rome. The additional clause about divorce (10:12) certainly im- 
plies acquaintance with Roman law, and can scarcely be attributed to Jesus, 
but does not demand Rome. Surely it is precarious to see in the reference 
to Rufus (15:21) proof, simply because a Rufus is greeted in Rom. 16:13, 
since the name was a common one, and the last chapter of Romans was 
apparendy sent to Ephesus (not Rome). And finally, to argue for Rome 
as the place of origin because of two traditions, one connecting the author 
with Peter, the other Peter with Rome, has litde to commend it. All that 
it appears to me legitimate to conclude from these comparatively infrequent 
Latin words, phrases, and praaices is that they imply some familiarity with 
the Latin tongue and with Roman jurisprudence. But this could indicate 
Alexandria— to mention but one locality— quite as easily as Rome, for dur- 
ing the first pre-Christian century Roman culture had spread widely in 
Egypt as is abundandy attested by the Latinisms in the Egyptian papyri. 

On the other hand, the gospel— at least in its present form— definitely pre- 
supposes gentile readers who are not particularly well informed with regard 
to affairs in Palestine. What Palestinian would need to be told that Nazareth 
was in Galilee (i .-9) ? It is necessary to translate such names as Boanerges 
(3:17), Bartimaus (10 ^6), Golgotha (15:22), as well as the phrases Talitha 
cumi (5:41), Epkphatha (7:34), Eloi, Eloi, lama, sahachthani (15:34), and 
to explain not only the meaning of “common” hands, but to state that “the 
Pharisees, and all the Jews, except they wash their hands diligendy (.?) 
eat not, etc.” (7a ff,). The significance of the Jewish “corban” must be 
explained (7:11); not only must the readers be told that the day before the 
Sabbath was called Preparation (15:42), but that the Passover lamb was 
wont to be slain on the first day of the Feast of Unleavened Bread (14:12), 
and that the Sadducees denied the resurrection (12:18). Thus we can be 
reasonably certain that the gospel was written for gentiles living outside 
Palestine from some one of the many cities or localities in the Roman world 

” See Endin, The Ethics of Paul, pp. 109 f. 
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into which some familiarity with things Roman had come. But to attempt 
a more specific statement would appear unwarranted. 

Nor is it possible to make any exact statement as to the author. This 
gospel — and the same is true of the other three — is anonymous. Not only is 
there no statement of authorship, but there are also no hints. Thus they 
are not to be called pseudonymous despite the titles “According to Mark,” 
“According to Matthew,” etc., which stand regularly in the manuscripts 
and modern editions. These titles are not part of the original writings, but 
were prefixed apparendy at a time when a collection of gospels was being 
made, and it thus became necessary— as it had not been earlier — ^to dis- 
tinguish between them. The tradition which ascribes the gospel we are now 
considering to Mark is ancient — our earliest mention of it is in the lost 
writing of Papias— but is by no means convincing. Papias, an early bishop 
of Hierapolis, who wrote some time before 160 a.d., quotes a tradition which 
he had learned about this gospel and makes some further deductions. His 
writing has not been preserved, but this section was incorporated by Eusebius 
in his Church History. The passage reads as follows: 

And the presbyter used to say this, “Mark became Peter’s interpreter and wrote 
accurately all that he remembered, not, to be sure, in order (?), of the things said 
or done by the Lord.” For he had neither heard the Lord nor followed him, but 
later, as I said, followed Peter, who used to give (his) teachings as the need arose 
but without making an arrangement of the Lord’s orades, so that Mark did noth- 
ing at all wrong in thus writing down some things as he remembered them. For 
for one thing he gave concern, to omit nothing of what he had heard or to falsify 
anything therein.^® 

This oft-quoted passage fairly bristles with diificulties. Is Papias quoting 
the “presbyter” throughout, or, as suggested by my punctuatiojo, is the 
quotation limited to the first sentence and the remainder his own interpreta- 
tion.'^ What is meant by the puzzling “not, to be sure, in order”? To what 
extent was Mark Peter’s interpreter? Many answers have been given to 
these and other questions. One thing would appear reasonably certain. 
Papias’ word is for the purpose of defending the gospel against accusations 
or criticisms of some sort or other. That by his word “not in order” he 
means “not in chronological order” is not impossible, but is scarcely likdy. 
It would appear to me more probable that he is contrasting this gospel 
with some other writing, and is attempting to excuse the contrasts. It has 
often been assumed that this other standard was the Gospel of John. I am 
inclined to feel that it is more probable that the standard was the Gospel 
of Matthew, and that Papias is concerned, not so much with variations of 
chronology or even of arrangement, but with regard to comparative fulness 
in the accounts. The puzzling word taxis may well denote completeness, 
Bed. iii, 39,15. 



CHRISTIAN BEGINNINGS 


384 

and thus may stand as almost the exact equivalent of “list.” Thus I incline 
to the translation, “but not with the completeness of a list,” suggested by the 
Catholic scholar, Father Kleist, although without the conclusion he draws 
from this view.^ The fact that this gospel not only contained so few of 
the sayings of Jesus, but lacked other material, notably stories of his super- 
naturd birth and of his resurrection appearances, aroused attention as soon as 
the several gospels were compared, and may conceivably have played no 
litde part in the almost universal disparagement of this, the oldest of our 
gospels, from the second century until the rediscovery of its importance in 
die nineteenth. Papias may well have thought that it was this lack in mate- 
rial which led the presbyter to write ou mentoi taxei^ and it is not incon- 
ceivable that Papias was right 

From this statement of the connexion between Peter and Mark many 
conclusions and inferences have been drawn. Peter was the real author of 
the gospel; Mark merely transmitted it. Thus we have the essential content 
of Peter’s habitual preaching. The homely litde incident of the youth who 
fled naked at the time of Jesus’ arrest (14:51 f.), which is omitted by Matthew 
and Luke, has been regarded a personal reminiscence of Mark’s, who was 
that young man. This has been given a specious probability by the fact 
that, according to Acts 12:12 Mark’s mother Mary had a house in Jerusalem 
frequented by the early Christians, and which had served as a haven for 
Peter himself when released by the angel from prison. It was further de- 
duced that this had been the house in which the Last supper had been held. 
What more natural than that Mark, while not present at the meal, had 
hovered in the background? Furthermore, does not I Peter 5:13 attest the 
bond between Peter and Mark? A full discussion of these details would 
lead us far afield, without resulting in any real enlightenment. 

Whatever the tradition upon which the dusive presbyter relied which con- 
nected the name of Peter with the gospel, one point appears to me ines- 
capable: neither Peter nor any other personal attendant of Jesus was in any 
sense its author. That some of the material emanated from a circle which 
hdd Peter in reverence is quite possible. But what Christians in the last 
decades of the first century failed to do this? There is an emphasis upon 
Peter in this gospel. In the legend of the Cursing of the Fig Tree Peter is 
the one who said to Jesus, **Rabbi, behold, the fig tree which thou cursedst 
is withered away,”^ To be surc^ in Matthew’s version there is no especial 
mention that it was Peter who spoke.^ But it would surdy be precarious 
to see such a palpable legend coming from an eyewitness. Again in 16:7 
Peter is singled out— “But go, tdl his disdples and Prfer’’-^ut if this 
touch, perfectly natural in the light of the place which Peter had presumably 

" J. A- Klds^ The Memoirs of St, Peter, pp. 17-32. 

“Maik iiat. 

31 : 20 . 
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played in the revived hopes of the disciples, be considered a Petrine touch, 
what is to be said of John 21:7-23? Despite these unique Petrine touches the 
emphasis upon Peter is actually less pronounced in Mark than in Matthew, 
while much of the material of the gospel, not to mention the use made of it, 
surely rules out an eyewitness. If anything is certain, it is that the stories 
of the miraculous feedings of the Five Thousand and of the Four Thousand 
are doublets, that is, two independent versions of the same story, a story 
which apparently had been earlier told of other persons beside Jesus.^^ Is it 
probable that an eyewitness would not only thus chronicle them as two 
separate events, but would make Jesus himself refer to them as independent? 
The careful and studied arrangement of materials— some of them legendary — 
the unconcern for chronological sequence, the use of doublets, the indica- 
tion of a comparatively late date which will be considered in a subsequent 
paragraph — ^all this renders any ascripdon of it to the Galilean fisherman 
unthinkable. To attempt to prove that a Mark did not write it would be a 
thankless task. None die less, it is very clear that the author, whatever his 
name was, did not achieve this result through compiling, under dictation or 
otherwise, the reminiscence of any one man, the authority of whose name 
would of necessity have laid cramping restrictions through making the 
thought of deviation or alteration presumptuous. Our author was not writing 
under the shadow of any one; on every page he betokens his full and con- 
scious freedom to gather his material whence he could and to arrange it 
as seemed to him best What he sought to achieve was the gospel^ not the 
gospel according to 'Peter or to anyone else. To some this may seem a ruth- 
less, even reckless, disregard of tradition. Those who have delved at all 
deeply into history will, however, not need to be reminded that traditions, 
in every age, are remarkably hardy and fast-growing plants and often, 
though starting from a seed as tiny as the mustard’s, achieve a rapid and 
luxuriant foliage in which many strange birds can lodge. 

There are distinct touches in the gospel which would seem to preclude 
a date before the destruction of Jerusalem. The reply of Jesus to the disciples 
who had exclaimed, “Teacher, behold, what manner of stones and what 
manner of buildings!” “Seest thou these great buildings? there shall not 
be left here one stone upon another, which shall not be thrown down,”^^ 
is most naturally understood as written in the light of the fall of the temple. 
Surely the allegory of the Wicked Husbandmen apparently reflects the 
actual circumstances which Christians came to see as the punishment of 
the Jews for having killed the beloved son and heir, viz,, the giving of God’s 
vineyard to the gentiles.^ Whether 13:9-10 is to be understood as a reflection 
of Paul’s experiences is by no means sure. At any rate, the concluding word% 

” Cf. n Kings 4:42-44. 

■*Mark 13:1 £. 

I2:i-Z2. 
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‘'And the gospel must first be preached unto all the nations/’ clearly re- 
flects the well-established gentile mission, as does the story of the rending 
of the veil of the temple (15:38). This can only be explained in terms of 
the conclusion which Christianity eventually reached, that Jesus’ death had 
broken down every barrier and distinction, the burden of such writings 
as Ephesians and Hebrews.^® Nor is it improbable that the author saw in 
the admonition to them in Judea to flee unto the mountains (13:14) a ful- 
filment in the flight of the Christians to Pella during the awful siege by 
the Romans. It may very well be that the nucleus of chapter 13 was pro- 
duced during the excitement incident to Caligula’s attempt to set up his 
statue, but the chapter as a whole appears to me to postdate the year 70 a.d. 
It is possible that in the story of the death of John the Baptist there is another 
indication of a date after 70 a.d. As has already been remarked, there are 
very decided difficulties in this story of the denunciation of Antipas’ adulter- 
ous union wdth Herodias. Dio Cassius records the following: 

Berenice was at the height of her power and consequendy came to Rome with 
her brother Agrippa. The latter was granted praetorial honors, while she lived in 
the palace and cohabited with Titus. She expected to be married to him and acted 
as his wife in every way. But he, perceiving that the Romans were displeased at 
this situation, sent her away; for all sorts of rumors were being noised about. At 
this time, too, some sophists of the cynic school contrived to get into the city. First 
came Diogenes into the theatre when it was full of men and denounced them in 
a long and abusive speech; for this he was flogged. Heras followed him, and 
showing no greater intent of being obedient, uttered many senseless yelpings in a 
genuine cynic [Le., dog-like] wise; for this behavior he was beheaded.^'^ 

Is this event of the year 75 a.0. simply a strange parallel, or did it provide 
Mark the background for his story? 

On the other hand, it should be stated that while many scholars incline 
to a date after the year 70, some stressing one argument, some another, 
there are several able critics who incline to a much earlier date. Among 
those is the Berlin historian, Harnack, He was led to this conclusion through 
his changed views of Acts, which he had come to see as written by a com- 
panion of Paul before the latter’s death. But Luke must precede Acts, and 
Mark was one of the sources of Luke. Therefore of necessity Mark must 
have been written well before 60 aj>. As mentioned above. Professor Torrey 
minimizes the significance of the various indications of a late date and con- 
siders the Aramaic gospel produced in the year 40 aj). 

Tradition is by no means uniform about the date. Irenaeus®® states that 
it was written by Mark aft^ Peter’s death, that is, after 64 aj>. On the other 
hand, Eusebius recounts the tradition knovm to him that Mark wrote it 

“Eph. 3 :h-i 8; 3:12; Hcbr. 10:19 

""Dio Cassius, Hist, Rom* lxvi,i5. 

^adu. Hot, 
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before Peter’s death, and that the latter ^‘knowing by the revelation of the 
spirit to him what had been done, was pleased at their zeal and ratified 
the scripture for study in the churches,” and remarks, “Clement [of Alex- 
andria] quotes the story in the sixth book of the Hypotyposesy and the 
bishop of Hierapolis, named Papias, confirms him.”^® In my own opinion 
the most probable date lies between the years 70 and 85, and probably 
nearer the earlier than the latter. No one passage or verse would appear to 
me decisive in determining this date; rather the general tone of the whole 
writing inclines me to feel that a deal of water had flowed beneath the bridge 
before the author took pen in hand to record his “gospel of Jesus Christ, 
the Son of God.” 

A final word may be added with regard to the end of the gospel. Our 
gospel ends with 16:8 — ^“And they said nothing to any one; for they were 
afraid.” The two manuscripts B and K, the very valuable Sinaitic Syriac, 
many of the manuscripts known to Eusebius, and some of the versions, 
notably the Armenian, end with 16:8. Other manuscripts have the verses 
9-20, with indications of a break, such as spaces or symbols of various sorts. 
Still other manuscripts have another and shorter conclusion: 

They reported briefly all the commandments to the companions of Peter. After 
this Jesxis himself sent through them from the east to the west the holy and in- 
corruptible preaching of eternal salvation. 

Both endings must be regarded on internal and external grounds as later 
additions. This fact is so universally conceded that it is unnecessary to be- 
labour the point.^^ The longer ending, regularly printed in most of the 
modern versions (although with suitable warning in the later ones), by 
its account of appearances in the environs of Jerusdem flatly contradicts the 
earlier warning, “Howbeit, after I am raised up, I will go before you into 
Galilee” (14:28), starts with an intolerable abruptness in the Greek, and is 
simply an amalgam of material from the other three gospels.®^ The great 
majority of scholars, while conceding the spuriousness of the two rival end- 
ings, do not consider 16:8 the original ending. Such an ending would pro- 
vide impossible Greek, while the abrupt end of the narrative without resur- 
rection appearances is equally unsatisfactory. Hence it is customary to 
assume another ending which for reasons to us unknown almost inmiediately 
disappeared. To me this reasoning is entirely unconvincing. I have already 
endeavoured to show that many of the statements regarding the “impossible 

BccL ii,i5. 

For the dassicad discussion of the whole problem the student is referred to an essay by Dr. 
Hort in Westcott and Hort, The New Testament in Greeh, appendix to VoL 11 , pp. 28-51. 

“^Mark 16:9-10; cf. John 20:11-18; 

12 t; c£. Luke 24:13-35; 

14; dE. John 20:19-20; 

15,16; c£. Matt. 28:16-20; 

19; cf. Luke 24:50,51. 
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Greek** are unwarranted.®^ Nor does it appear to me that the present ending 
is unsatisfactory. Is it not possible that our tastes have been set by the other 
gospels which do end with resurrection stories? Is the ending any more 
abrupt than the beginning? To me, as I have already indicated in the 
analysis of the gospel, this forms a highly dramatic and magnificent con- 
clusion. The reader has already been informed that appearances had been 
promised. Instead of attempting a description that might easily have been 
banal, he lets the curtain fall on this brief, but triumphant, epilogue with 
the last word freighted with delightful and portentous irony. 

See my article ** yi-p** in the Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 46, 1927, pp. 

62 S., 



Chapter XL 

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MATTHEW 


The gospel of Matthew has been described as a “manual of the life of Christ 
and of biblical theology.” This is a singularly apt designation, for it empha- 
sizes the characteristic of the writing which is most obvious, namely, that it 
is at once systematic and comprehensive and intended for church use. It is 
carefully arranged, with topics easily remembered. Of all the gospels its out- 
line and content are the most easily remembered. It implies an organized 
church life with a well-defined moral code. Throughout the book the com- 
parison between the first great lawgiver, Moses, and his far greater 
successor are too apparent to be accidental. Both had been miraculously 
preserved at the time of their birth from the machinations of a wicked and 
suspicious king; both had given their God-inspired legislation from the 
mountain top. In a word, the Gospel of Matthew may be styled the New 
Law. As one reads this gospel he feels it is the work of the evangelist. Fur- 
thermore, the designation editor is a most unhappy one; in every sense of the 
word he deserves the term author. He has used sources, probably more com- 
pletely than has often been admitted, but he clearly felt perfeedy free to 
interpret, to rearrange, to rewrite drastically, and to suppress. Though his 
readiness to rearrange is everywhere evident, his fondness for preserving the 
exact phraseology of his several sources, if at all possible, is equally noticeable. 
It may be remarked parenthetically that in both these latter respects his habit 
is precisely the reverse of Luke. He skilfully combines Jesus’ sayings into 
units. The Sermon on the Mount is an excellent example. Here various de- 
tached sayings of Jesus — ^many of which are also preserved in Luke, but for 
the most part are scattered through that gospel — are assembled into an 
artistic, closely compacted whole to serve as a sample of Jesus’ “teachings.” 
Chapter 13 presents a series of parables, illustrative of another phase of his 
threrfold ministry,* viz,, “preaching the gospel of the kingdom.” 

Unlike Mark, who has arranged his material to present vividly the prob- 
lem of Jesus’ death — ^its historical occasion and its theological purport — ^and 
to provide occasional materials, almost in the nature of asides to the reader, 
to keep this emphasis clear, Matthew’s purpose is quite difFerent. Although 
he utilizes Mark’s material almost in toto, and thus of necessity preserves 
many of Mark’s emphases, he is not concerned with them. One of the fca- 

^ Cf. the dcar-cut statemeat in Matt 4:23, expanded and illustrated by die remamder of the 
book. 
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turcs of this gospel is its structure, noticeably its arrangement in numerical 
groups — three’s, five’s, and seven’s. Among these may be mentioned the 
curious arrangement of Jesus’ ancestors in three divisions each of fourteen 
generations r the three temptations; three illustrations of the implicates of 
Christian righteousness^ (alms, prayer, fasting) ; three prohibitions^ (“do not 
lay up treasures on earth,” “do not judge,” “do not give that which is holy 
to the dogs”) ; three commands® (ask, enter, beware of false prophets) ; three 
healings® (the leper, the centurion’s servant, Peter’s mother-in-law); three 
“fear nots”;*^ three prayers in Gethsemane;® above all the threefold nature of 
the ministry — ^“And Jesus went about in all Galilee, teaching in their syna- 
gogues, and preaching the gospel of the kingdom, and healing all manner of 
disease and all manner of sickness among the people.”® There are seven 
woes in the blistering attack on the Pharisees;^® seven beatitudes and 
seven parables in chapter 13. Even more conspicuous is the arrangement of 
Jesus’ words into five blocks of extended sayings, each one followed with a 
colophon: 

And it came to pass, when Jesus had finished these words, the multitudes were 
astonished at his teaching: for he taught them as one having authority, and not as 
their scribes (7:28). 

And it came to pass when Jesus had finished commanding his disciples, he 
departed thence to teach and preach in their cities (ii;i). 

And it came to pass, when Jesus had finished these parables, he departed thence 

(13:53)- 

And it came to pass when Jesus had finished these words, he departed from 
Galilee, and came into the borders of Judea beyond the Jordan (19:1a). 

And it came to pass, when Jesus had finished aU these words, he said unto his 
disciples, Ye know that after two days the passover cometh, and the son of man 
is delivered up to be crucified (26:1,2). 

•it has been pointed out that in the genealogy the emphasis upon Jesus as the son of David 
is pointed. Furthennorc, the name David in Hebrew consists of three letters DVD whose 
numerical value is fourteen (4 + 6 + 4 = 14). Is it conceivable that in this we have an early 
Christian riddle? 

•Matt. 6:1-18. 

*Matt. 6:19-7:6. 

“Matt, 7:7-20. 

*MatL 8:1-15. 

’Matt. 10:26^8,31. 

•Matt. 26:39-44. 

•Matt. 4:23; cf. 9:35. 

“Matt. 23:13-36. 

^Thc beatitude, "Blessed are the meek: for they shall inherit the earth,” which in many 
Mss. follows, in others precedes, “Blessed arc they that mourn,” is probably to be seen as a 
later addition on the basis of Psalm 37:11. 
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That to some degree at least these sections were considered parallel by the 
author is obvious from the strikingly similar phraseology of these colophons. 
It will be necessary on a kter page to consider the question of whether this 
fivefold division goes even deeper into the structure of the gospel, and 
whether it is more than an accident that we have five (not four or six) such 
divisions. The significant point at this juncture is that the combination and 
arrangement of material into blocks was due to Matthcw^^ himself and not 
to any source. 

One example will suffice. Chapter 13 contains seven parables. The first 
(Sower) and third (Mustard Seed) are taken from Mark. It is usually stated 
that the parable of the Seed Growing Secretly (Mark 4 :26-29) which follows 
that of the Sower and precedes that of the Mustard Seed is omitted by Mat- 
thew. It appears to me far more probable that Matthew’s second (the Wheat 
and the Tares) is Matthew’s own adaptation of the Markan parable which 
he places in the same relative position. The fourth (the Leaven) occurs also 
in Luke and is usually ascribed to the source from which Matthew and Luke 
independendy drew. The remaining three (the Hidden Treasure, the Mer- 
chantman and the Pearl, and the Drag-net) are unique to Matthew. Perhaps 
all three are to be ascribed to other sources available to him, very possibly in 
oral form, although it appears to me highly probable that the last of these 
three, because of its identification of the kingdom of heaven with the Chris- 
tian church, is to be ascribed to Matthew himself, and was suggested to him 
by such a word as that in Mark 1 117. To these seven he appends another.^® 
Its purpose is not further to amplify the mystery of the Idngdom, for its 
introduction and nature are quite different from the preceding. In these 
concluding words regarding the disciple who grasps in full the teaching it 
may well be, as Bacon remarks,^^ that we have “an unconscious portrait” of 
the evangelist himself. 

In these parables another trait of the evangelist is revealed — his excessive 
fondness for identity of phrase and balanced statement. The parables of the 
Mustard Seed, the Leaven, the Buried Treasure, the Pearl, and the Drag-net 
all begin with the same phrase “The kingdom is like unto . . To the 
second, third, and fourth of the seven is prefixed either “Another parable 
set he before them saying” or “Another parable spake he unto them.” Pre- 
cisely the same word—“Repent ye: for the kingdom of heaven is at hand” — 
stands as the message of both John the Baptist and Jesus.^® In the Markan 
story of the calling of the first four disciples the same trait is seen.^® In the 

“Such references, here and in other sections, to the authors of the gospels by the names 
which the books now bear, are solely for the sake of convenience and imply nothing as to the 
identity of the authors. 

“Matt. 13:51,52. 

“B. W. Bacon, Studies in Matthew, p. 131; cf. p. 217 and frequently. This volume, while 
highly technical, will prove very rewarding to the serious student of the gospels. 

“Matt. 3:2; 4:17. 

“Matt. 4:18-22; Mark 1:16-20. 
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case of both pairs of brothers the inconspicuous parallel, “and . . . his 
brother,” should not be overlooked. More striking is the double conclusion, 

“And they straightway left|*^ father,} 

In the case of the former Matthew has adopted the Markan statement. His 
love of balance leads him to repeat it at the end in preference to Mark’s 
slightly different phrase. In the temple, Matthew tells us, the children cried 
out, “Hosanna to the son of David, thus repeating the shout of the crowd 
at the Triumphal Entry — ^in the form which Matthew had there used.^® 
Even more noticeable is the repeated word, “Ye have heard that it was 
said • . . or the balance, “Ye are the salt of the earth” ... “Ye are the 
light of the world.”“® Closely allied to these — and the list could be greatly 
increased — ^is the fondness for balanced statement. For example, to the state- 
ment that Jesus was in the wilderness forty days, Matthew alone feels it 
necessary to add “and forty nights.”^^ To the word, apparendy taken from 
Mark II :25, which Matthew suffixes to the Lord’s Prayer — ^“For if ye forgive 
men their trespasses, your heavenly Father will also forgive you”^^ — ^he pro- 
vides the balanced opposite, “But if ye forgive not men their trespasses, 
neither will your heavenly Father forgive your trespasses.”^^ 

Matthew is dependent upon Mark not only for his general oudine, but for 
his narradve material. He utilizes all of Mark and has practically no other 
narrative material. The only two incidents outside of Mark are (i) the 
genealogy and birth story, and (2) the curious legend of the Coin in the 
Fish’s Mouth (17:24-27). All the other additions are simply expansions of 
Markan material, and are joined to it as the “misdetoe to the oak” (Streeter). 
Examples of this are the stories of Peter walking on -the water (14:28-31), 
the end of Judas (27:3-10), the message and dream of Pilate’s wife (27:19), 
Pilate*s washing his hands (27:24,25), the raising of the bodies of the saints 
who had fallen asleep (27:52,53), and the guard at the tomb (27:63-66). 
All of these are simply haggadic expansions of the Markan narrative and 
indicate no independence of origin. From this a general working principle 
emerges: While Mark’s narrative is not to be accepted uncritically as a plain 
chronicle of actual facts, but must be closely examined, Matthew’s additions 
are palpably legendary. 

The two exceptions mentioned in the last paragraph are somewhat dif- 
ferent and deserve a special word. His inclusion of the genealogy and birth 
story is certainly not due to any desire to write a fuller biography— if pos- 

21:15. 

“Matt. 21:9. 

“Matt. 38,43* 

“Matt. 5**i3»i4* 

“Matt. 4:1. 

“Matt. 6:14. 

“ This latter word, while occurring in some as Mark 1 1 :26 is demonstrably an interpola- 
tion from Matthew. See below, p. 478. 
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sible, Matthew is even less a biography than Mark. It is probably fair to call 
it a reply to calumny. Not only the reference to the fulfilment of prophecy 
(1:22) but the mention of the women-— Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, Bathsheba— 
appear to be an attempt to answer anti-Christian slander, notably Jewish, 
of Mary.^^ For suggestions as to the ultimate sources of the story and the 
possibility of its being an “international myth,” the student may be referred 
to Bacon’s Studies in Mattheu/^ pp. 145-154. His story of the Coin in the Fish’s 
Mouth is apparendy a bit of Jewish Christian Haggada, reflecting the prob- 
lem which Jewish Christians faced in regard to the temple tax. Should they 
refuse to pay it, on the ground that they were no longer Jews, they would 
become involved in all sorts of difSculty, especially with their Jewish friends. 
Nor is this (necessarily) an indication that the story antedates the year 70, 
for after the destruction of the temple the tax was still collected by Rome for 
her own purposes. On the other hand, that Matthew is the author of this 
fable is by no means necessary nor perhaps even probable. 

For the rest of his narrative material Mark is the sole source of informa- 
tion,^ but, though he uses it almost in its entirety, he not only often com- 
presses the narrative, omitting many picturesque details,^® and by no means 
preserves the vividness and dramatic quality of die earlier account, but also 
has no hesitation at all in revamping it drastically so that at times its final 
form is superficially quite different from its source. That the parable of 
the Wheat and Tares is to be seen as the Matthsean adaptation of Mark’s 
parable of the Seed Growing Secredy which occurs in the same relative 
position — ^between the parables of the Sower and the Mustard Seed — has 
already been suggested. Occasionally the shortening of a narrative or the 
rearrangement of material involves Matthew in difficulties. A case in point 
is the statement of Antipas’ judgment about Jesus. In Mark the story of 
Jesus’ rejection in Nazareth because of the people’s unbelief (Mark 6:1-^) 
is followed by the story of the sending out of ^e Twelve and their success 
(6:6h-i3). Then appropriately enough comes the mention of Antipas’ con- 
cern because of this fame of Jesus (6:14-16), which of course had been noised 
abroad by his disdplcs. But Matthew has followed the story of the call of 
the Twelve by that of their mission, and thus passes direedy from the inci- 
dent of the rejection of Jesus at Nazareth to Herod’s amazement at his fame 
(Matt. 13:53-58; 14:1,2). Without the Markan clue there is thus the patent 
absurdity in Matthew’s account: Antipas thinks Jesus is John the Baptist 
risen from the dead, because Jesus had been rejected! The exorcism of Mark 

** For eiddence of such slander see the material assembled bjr Hcrford in his volume, 
ity in Talmud and Midrask, and also Origen, c. Celsum 1,28,32,33,39. 

*The evidence that this source was the canonical Mark, not an earlier version or a source 
common to both Matthew and Mark, will be in-esented in chapter 43. 

for example, the abbreviation in Matthew’s version o£ Mark 1:29-31; his omisdon of 
the word that Jesus was "in the stem ... on the cushion” (Mark 4:38); that the swine num- 
bered "about two thousand” (Mark 5:13); and that the grass was "green” (Mark 6:39). 
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iriyiB is omitted by Matthew in his shortening of the whole Markan section 
(1:16-39), compensated for, since in his version of the story of the 

Gadarene demoniac (Mark 5:1-20) he has two demoniacs cured (8:24-34). 
Or again, he omits the story of the blind man (Mark 8 .*22-26) — ^was it be- 
cause it was too gradual a miracle.? — ^but has Jesus heal two blind men for 
Mark’s Bartimseus (20 .*29-34 = Mark 10^6-52). Similarly he omits Mark’s 
story of the Deaf Mute (Mark 7:32-37), perhaps because in the story the 
mechanics of the miracle were stressed, but in 12:22-24 he gives a parallel 
story and states that this man was also blind. Thus none of the Markan 
material is actually neglected, although it is often distinctly revamped. To 
this there is one exception. The story of the Widow’s Mites (Mark 12 :4i-44) 
is omitted. This was perhaps dropped out between the two great apocalyptic 
sections as an inconsequential matter. At times he disapproves of a slant of 
Mark’s, and makes a real substitution. A good case in point is in the story 
of John’s reproof by Jesus for attempting to hinder those “who followed 
not us” — ^“For he that is not against us is for us” (Mark 9:38-41). This 
Matthew omits, apparently disapproving of such an attitude, opposed as it 
is to the teaching of Matt. 7:21-23. But it is to be observed that in 12:30 he 
has the converse of Mark 9:40, that is, “He that is not with me is against 
me,” which is precisely the attitude which Mark has Jesus reprove; while, 
furthermore, Mark 9:41 is salvaged and appears in Matt. 10:42, which in 
turn follows hard upon 10:40, which is adapted from Mark 9:37 (the verse 
immediately preceding the “omitted” Markan section). Thus Matthew can- 
not be said to have neglected the section. He salvaged as much of it as he 
could, and then continued with the Markan narrative (Matt. 18 :6 = Mark 
9-42). 

Matthew’s free use of Markan material is seen in the way he tends to omit 
such touches as those which savour too much of human emotion on the part 
of Jesus or of his need of asking questions. This material is so readily avail- 
able that a few examples will suffice.^^ He omits the words, “And being 
moved with compassion” (Mark 1^41), the puzzling “And he strictly 
charged him [lit. “was angry with him”] and straightway sent him out” 
(Mark 1:43), and the words, “with anger” (Mark 3:5); substitutes for 
Mark’s “Teacher, carest thou not that we perish.?” (Mark 4:38) “Save, Lord; 
we perish” (8:25), for “Is this not the carpenter.?” (Mark 6:3) “Is not this 
the carpenter’s son?"* (Matt. 13:55). For Mark’s blunt statement— “And he 
could there do no mighty work, save that he laid his hands upon a few sick 
folk and healed them. Amd he marvelled at their unbelief” (Mark 6:5,6) — 
Matthew writes: “And he did not many mighty works there because of their 
unbelief’ (13:58). He omits Mark’s phrase, “And he would have passed by 
them” (Mark 6:48), “And he sighed deeply in his spirit” (Mark 8:12), and 
by his omission of Mark’s significant “And he would not that any man 

” See W, C. AUea, ICC PP- xxxi £f. 
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should know it” (Mark 9:30) evidences his disagreement with Mark’s 
notion of the Messianic secret. Had not God revealed it openly at the time 
of the baptism, “This is my beloved son,” not, as Mark had recorded, “Thou 
art . . . i.e,, as a word to Jesus only? Perhaps the best known of these 

alterations is in the story of the Rich Young Ruler. Mark recounts that the 
man had approached Jesus with the word, “Good Teacher, what shall I do 
that I may inherit eternal life?” and had received the answer, “Why callcst 
thou me good? none is good save one, even God” (Mark 10:17,18). Mat- 
thew’s recasting is significant: “Teacher, what good thing shall I do, that I 
may have eternal life? . . . Why askest thou me concerning that which is 
good? One there is who is good” (19:16,17). The objectionable element inci- 
dent to Jesus’ denial that he was good is removed, but with the least possible 
verbal alteration. Nor should his substitution in the same verse of “Keep 
the commandments” for Mark’s “Thou knowest the commandments” be 
overlooked. For Matthew Christianity is the new law; thus he can conclude 
his gospel with the words, “teaching them to observe all things whatsoever 
I commanded you.” This list could be enlarged. A similar note is to be seen 
in his attitude toward the apostles. Instead of the rebuke, “Know ye not 
this parable? and how shall ye know all the parables?” (Mark 4:13), which, 
as we have seen, evidenced Mark’s view that Jesus was constandy waiting 
for the truth to dawn on the disciples, Matthew prefixes a blessing (13:16-17). 
Similarly, Mark’s “Have ye not yet faith” (Mark 4:40) is modified to “O ye 
of little faith” (8:26). Again, Matthew rewrites the end of the story of the 
Walking on the Sea, omitting Mark’s concluding word, “For they under- 
stood not concerning the loaves, but their heart was hardened” (Mark 6:52), 
and substituting for “and they were sore amazed in themselves” the more 
acceptable “And they worshipped him saying, Of a truth thou art the Son 
of God” (14:32). Sometimes the alterations are only skin-deep. In the story 
of the ambitious request of James and John (Mark 10:35-45), Matthew re- 
casts it a bit (20:20-28). In his version their mother came and made the 
request. Impossible that aposdes could have made a request which would 
have laid them open to this criticism! Far better from the lips of the doting 
mother! Unfortunately his desire to preserve the phraseology of his sources 
as closely as possible causes him to leave Jesus’ answer in its Markan form — 
“Ye know not what ye ask. Are ye able, etc,” 

In the case of miracles there seems a deliberate tendency to heighten the 
miraculous. The fig tree, when cursed, immediately withered away (21:19). 
In three miraculous cures the touch is added that they were made whole 
“from that hour” (9 .*22; 1538; 17:18). In the second of these, this touch 
necessitates a slight rephrasing of the story; in the case of the story of the 
Epileptic Boy, by the omission of Mark’s full and vivid touches the impres- 
sion is given: he speaks and it is done. In the case of the two miraculous 
feedings, Matthew is careful to add (cither to heighten the miracle by in- 
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creasing the number fed or because of his fondness for balanced and full 
statements) ‘‘besides women and children” (14:21; 15:38). Had not Mark 
said that those who were fed were five thousand men ? These various altera- 
tions serve to make clear not only that it is Matthew who has used Mark 
(and not the reverse), but that he has not scrupled to revise as seemed good 
to him. Often the alterations are so mechanical that the experienced student 
will know from the Markan account what alterations Matthew employed 
(without examining the parallel version). At other times they are not so 
superficial. Generally, however, it is possible to see why it was that Matthew 
altered as he did. Of all the evangelists, it is easiest to “think Matthew’s 
thoughts after him.” 

But though Matthew is dependent upon Mark for narrative material and, 
as will be seen in a later chapter, for his general order or framework, this 
accounts for only about half of the gospel. In addition to narrative he pre- 
sents a large quantity of the sayings in the form of discourse and parable, 
grouped into five blocks, each of which concludes with a set phrase, “And 
it came to pass, when . . . which, according to Bacon, also serves to in- 
troduce the next block of narrative, which latter in turn leads up to the next 
discourse. It is widely conceded that these five discourses are composite. 

(1) The first comprises chapters 5-7 and is popularly known as the Sermon 
on the Mount. THs designation has contributed to the widespread notion 
that it is essentially a sermon preached by Jesus, and many fanciful and 
unfounded conclusions have been drawn. The sermon deserves careful smdy, 
but as an example of the homiletic skill of Matthew, not Jesus. Bacon desig- 
nates it “Concerning Discipleship”;^® Ropes, “Life of a Disciple of Jesus,”^ 
Both of these descriptions arc apt and free from ambiguity. I am inclined, 
however, to call it the “Essence of the New Law.” To a degree it is similar 
to the section in Luke 6:24-49, but with a quite different emphasis. Actu- 
ally the conclusions one reaches regarding the relationship of these Matthaean 
and Lucan sections are of the utmost importance in the perplexing larger 
question of the relationship of the two gospels. Bacon has caught the exact 
difference between the two in his word: “Matthew legislates; Luke pro- 
claims glad tidings.” Matthew insists that the great reward in heaven is 
promised in conseqt 4 ence of the scrupulous keeping of the new law by 
Christians, a law dharacterized by a righteousness superior to that of the 
Pharisees. Luke, on the contrary, stresses the fact that in spite of the present 
difficulties they will gain the kingdom; that is, as over against those who 
are apparendy now in high favour, the Christians arc the true elect of God. 

(2) Chapter 10. The caU and sending out of the disciples (based upon Mark 
3:14-19 + 6.-6-13) ^ developed into a great mission discourse, which ap- 
parendy reflects and gives insight into the missionary methods and experi- 

* op, dt., p. 269. 

Synoptic Gospels, p. 48. The stodciit will Sod this litdc book of value. 
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ences of the church and the difficulties Christians had found (and were 
still jSnding) themselves confronting. This latter note is especially clear in 
such a section as 10:17-25 (which in turn should be compared with 24:9,13) 
and 10:37-39. That occasional words of Jesus may be imbedded in this sec- 
tion is not to be denied, but that much of the material reflects the experi- 
ences of early missionaries in the gentile world, and that the final form is 
definitely sub-apostolic appears to me beyond reasonable doubt. It is actu- 
ally a litde handbook on “How to be a Christian Missionary,” (3) Chapter 
13. Little additional need be said of this discourse, composed, as we have 
seen, to illustrate Jesus’ teaching about the kingdom and stressing the note 
of the rejection of Israel. (4) Chapter 18. In this discourse the theme is 
clearly the duties and responsibilities of members of the church which Jesus 
had just said was to be built upon Peter. The churchly tone is especially 
clear in 18:15-17. That here we have a page from the “constitution and 
by-laws” of any early church would appear highly probable. Furthermore, 
it is to be observed that to the disciples as a whole (18:18) is promised the 
power previously promised to Peter (16:19). Throughout this section Mat- 
thew’s handiwork is especially evident. The parable of the Thankless 
Servant (18:23-35), appropriately introduced by the question of Peter 
(18:21,22), may well be Matthew’s own expression of the saying earlier 
recorded (6:14,15), which, as has been suggested, was ultimately derived 
from Mark 11:25. (5) Chapters 23-25. This intense closing discourse falls 
into two parts. First comes the blistering attack upon the Pharisees with 
the seven Woes, clearly revealing the hostility between the Church and the 
Synagogue in the author’s day. Furthermore, his expansion of Mark’s three 
verses (Mark 12:38-40) into this bitter tirade is quite in keeping with 
Matthew’s view that the Scribes and Pharisees were responsible for the whole 
catastrophe. The first half closes with the lament over Jerusalem (23:37-39). 
Then follows the lengthy eschatological section (24:1-25:46), which is based 
on Mark 13, but is expanded to double the Markan length through the intro- 
duction of parables, the longest of which are the Ten Virgins, the Talents, 
and the Judgment of the World. 

The question as to the source or sources of the sayings out of which these 
composite discourses have been built by Matthew is decidedly not easy, and 
the views of competent scholars are widely different It will perhaps be better 
to reserve further discussion of this question until the chapter on the Synoptic 
problem as such, for it is inextricably intertwined with the larger problem of 
the relationship between Matthew and Luke. 

One other characteristic of Matthew deserves attention. He is obviously 
profoundly impressed by the correspondence between Christian events and 
fancied prophecies in the Old Testament He may well be compared with 
Bamahas and Justin Martyr in his concern to show the truth of the “prophetic 
equation.” Thus in i r22 f . he finds a prediction of the supernatural birth of 
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Jesus from a virgin mother from the word in Isa. 7:14, due to the unfortu- 
nate choice of the Greek word employed to translate the Hebrew word 
meaning “yonng woman” or “young matron.” He knows that Jesus was 
born in Bethlehem (2:6) because of Micah 5:2. The legend of the flight of 
Joseph and Mary to Egypt rests upon Hosea ii:i— “Out of Egypt I called 
my sonj* Who was God’s son save Jesus.? Hence it must have been predic- 
tive. If called from Egy^pt, he must previously have been in Egypt. That 
Hosea’s word was not prophetic, but a back-glance to the Exodus under 
Moses, was quite neglected by Matthew, and probably by the majority of 
Christians in his day, who saw the Christ portrayed on every page. Why 
did Jesus go to Capernaum — not Nazareth — upon his return to Galilee as 
Mark asserts he did (Mark 1:14,16,21).? Matthew finds the answer (4:12-17) 
in the reference to the “way of the sea” in Isa, 9:1,2. To be sure, he me- 
chanically repeats Mark’s word, “And he charged them that they should not 
make him known” (12:16 = Mark 3:12), but the word which immediately 
follows, “that it might be fulfilled which w^as spoken through Isaiah the 
prophet,” has nothing to do with the injunction to silence, but provides a 
prophetic contrast between the one who “should break no bruised reed” and 
the opponents whom the preceding section had revealed doing precisely 
that. Psalm ySa provides the explanation of Jesus’ fondness for parables,®® 
although his ascription of the passage to “the prophet” — some Mss. read 
“Isaiah, the prophet” — ^bears evidence that his quotations were made from 
memory, and that occasionally the memory slipped. Zechariah’s mention of 
the king riding upon an ass (Zech. 9:9) provides him vdth his prophecy of 
the triumphal entry, although his literal rendering of the Zechariah text 
and his failure to recognize the Hebrew parallelism incident to the words, 
“riding upon an ass, epen (not “and”) upon a colt the foal of an ass,” led 
him to alter Mark’s account so that Jesus sat down and rode on two beasts 
at the same time (21.7), while the opening words of his quotation, “Tell ye 
the daughter of Zion,” is due to Isa. 62:11, which he confuses with the 
similar word of Zech. 9:9. So, too, while Mark mentions no stated sum 
paid to Judas, Matthew knows it was “thirty pieces of silver” (26:15). 
“knowledge,” too, came from Scripture: “Then was fulfilled that which was 
spoken through Jeremiah the prophet” (27:9), but, of course, it was not 
Jeremiah but Zechariah (ii :i2,i3) who made the statement. Again Matthew’s 
memory is here confusing two incidents— one about the thirty pieces of 
silver cast unto the potter (.?) in the house of Jehovah, told of by Zechariah; 
the other about the buying the field of Hanamel, the son of Shallum, Jere- 
miah’s imdc (Jer. 32:6-15). Probably Jeremiah’s earlier reference to a visit 
to the potter’s house (Jer, i8r2-4) accounts for Matthew’s confusion here. 
In this concern for prophetic parallels Matthew shares the view common at 
the end of the first century— and not entirely outgrown even yet — ^that the 
“Matt 13:34^5* 
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Old Testament was to be wrested from unbelieving Israel and given to the 
gentiles. Christianity had been offered to the Jews first, but they had re- 
jected it. 

Another reason for the strong anti-Jewish feeling of the author, the height- 
ening of the woes against the Pharisees, the story of Pilate’s gesture of in- 
nocence (27:24), and the awful cry of his Jewish accusers, “His blood be on 
us, and on our children,” may be found, if, as seems reasonable, Matthew 
himself was a converted Scribe, for it is always the convert who is the bit- 
terest about the faith he has left. At any rate, Matthew has the universal 
tone, although at times he is most intensely Jewish. In his reputed emphasis 
upon the rejection of unbelieving Israel and the call of the gentiles— cf. such 
parables as those of the Two Sons (21:28-32), the Wicked Vineyardmen 
(21:33-46), the Wedding Feast (22:1-14) with its curious appendage about 
the man without the wedding garment— he strikes a note which led the 
eminent French critic, Renan, to style this gospel “the most important book 
ever written.” He knew how to write a Catholic gospel, expressing the 
emancipated spirit of the growing universal church. 

All this warns against an early date. In 22:7 we have an almost conclusive 
evidence for a date later than 70 aj>. This touch of the king’s wrath, his 
sending out his armies, and his burning of the city, cannot reasonably be 
interpreted save in the light of the destruction of Jerusalem. Not that the 
story may not have been current earlier, but it is here an obvious insertion 
in the rest of the parable, and a grotesque one at that. People reject a dinner 
invitation- The king is aroused to such a paroxysm of wrath that he burns 
the city down (using armies to do it), but then a few moments later invites 
more people (from the devastated area) to the palace which has in some 
vsdse escaped the general conflagration. That Matthew went out of his way 
to introduce such an addition to his story, except for the purpose of making 
it an allegory of the one point which he is stressing throughout — God’s 
punishment of Israel for its blindness— is to me incredible. Again, in the 
reference to the master who tarried (24:48) or to the bridegroom who tar- 
ried while those awaiting him slumbered and slept (25:5) one surely docs 
not err in detecting the wistful longing of the church, obliged to wait so 
long for the promised return of its Lord. Finally the concluding words of 
the gospel— the so-called “Great Commission” (28:19,20) — ^stand an insuper- 
able barrier to an early date. The world-wide vision, now ascribed confidendy 
to Jesus; baptism with the use of the trinitarian formula; “teaching ... all 
things whidi I have commanded you”— surely thus a more-or-less objective 
teaching, and precisely capping the emphasis which Matthew alone of the 
evangelists gives, that Jesus’ teaching was a new Law— all this makes any 
date much earlier than the opening decades of the second century to me un- 
thinkable. Thus 100 Aj). is a convenient figure for those who desire a specific 
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date; but there would appear no insuperable difficulty in extending the 
limits a decade in either direction. 

As is the case for most anonymous writings, it is a hopeless task to try to 
discover the name of the author. To be sure, Eusebius preserves the follow- 
ing statement from the lost writings of Papias: 

Matthew collected the oracles in the Hebrew language, and each interpreted 
them as he was able.®^ 

That Papias is here referring to our gospel and not to some one of its sources 
appears to me certain.^" His remark that it was originally written in He- 
brew seems to have been his own conjecture or deduction, and has little to 
support it. If anything is clear, it is that the present Matthew is directly de- 
pendent upon the present Greek Mark. Again, his ascription of the gospel 
to the aposde Matthew, whether that too was his own conjecture—which is 
scarcely probable — or due to some tradirion known to him, is quite impos- 
sible. That Matthew, an eyewitness of the ministry, should have leaned so 
heavily upon the writing of Mark, who had his information at best at second 
hand, is unthinkable. Nor it is to be asserted that Matthew is simply em- 
ploying his colleague Peter’s notes, for, as we have seen, Peter’s connexion 
with the Gospel of Mark is very tenuous. Again the notion of Matthew or 
of any other eyewitness is ruled out not only by the freedom shown in re- 
vamping and rewriting but by the late date. The gospel is not direedy or 
indireedy a primary or apostolic source; and all attempts to accord it a halo 
of apostolic authority by playing with the nodon that it is a second and 
modified edition of an earlier Aramaic gospel simply confuse the issue. To 
be sure, Jerome claims to have seen and translated an Aramaic gospel of 
Matthew. This is righdy considered by modern scholars preposterous, and 
to be rejected without qualification. But how did the name of the obscure 
Matthew become attached to this writing? There is one conjecture which 
is ingenious and to my mind quite possible. It was first suggested by Bacon 
in an article in 1920, and later restated in his Studies in Matthew. In Mark 
2:13-17 we have the call of the tax gatherer, Levi, son of Alphaeus. He is 
thus the fifth to be called. But in the subsequent list (Mark 3:13-19) al- 
though the other four (Peter, Andrew, James, and John) reappear, Levi 
does not, but a James, “the son of Alphaeus,” does. Luke follows Mark in 
this puzzle. But Matthew (9:9), in his parallel to Mark 2:14 substitutes 
“Matdiew” for “Levi, son of Alphaeus.” lids has often been considered an 
indication that Matthew was really the author of the gospel and was here 
whispering in the reader’s ear, “I am the Levi of whom Mark is speaking; 
I have two names, one Levi, the other Matthew.” But there are ffital diffi- 
culties to this traditional explanation quite aside from the nature of the 

Bed. iu,39,i6 

“Sec also p. 431. 
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gospel itself. At a very early date the failure of Levi in the later Markan 
list was noticed, and in the Western text in Mark 2:14 Levi Tvas changed to 
“James” — thus conforming to Mark 3:18. There are good reasons for think- 
ing that Matthew’s copy of Mark had this reading, thus telling the story of 
the call of the tax gatherer James, son of Alphseus, and that Matthew re- 
peated the story. But later in the gospel of Matthew the name James in 9:9 
was altered to Matthew, not because of any tradition that a Matthew wrote 
it, but simply to conform to his later list (10:1-4). 

The reasons for this change were two: (i) the words “the tax gatherer,” 
which stands in our texts after the name Matthew in Matt. 10:3, may well 
be a gloss or comment written by some scribe in the mar^n and intended 
by him to apply to James, the son of Alpheeus, whose call had been described 
in 9:9; (2) but a later copyist of the manuscript thought the words an omis- 
sion, and wrote them in the text, but by error applied them not to James, 
for whom they were intended, but to the preceding name which chanced to 
be Matthew. Then later for conformity in the Matthaean text Matthew re- 
placed James in 9:9. It is not impossible that it was from this curious har- 
monization of readings that the tradition “according to* Matthew” arose. 
At any rate, as Bacon points out, the popular assumption that Matthew was 
particularly fitted to write a gospel because he was a tax gatherer is thus 
nullified, for it was Levi, not Matthew, who held that office. 

But though we do not know his name, we can see the sort of man he was, 
or at least some of the points which he considered important. Attention has 
already been called to his emphasis upon Christianity as the new law and 
to his repeated contrast between Moses and Jesus, In this connexion the 
fivefold division is of interest. Was this accidental or was it a deliberate 
attempt to frame his gospel after the plan of the Pentateuch? Bacon has 
strenuously argued for this view. The colophon which stands at the end of 
each discourse was “not so much a rounding-ofF of the preceding discourse, 
as a lin\ by which the narrative which follows [was] coupled This he 
seeks to demonstrate by a painstaking analysis of Matthew’s editorial re- 
arrangements, and also finds a paper manuscript of the sixteenth century, 
recendy discovered on Mt. Athos, an important support for his theory. In 
this manuscript stand six iambic verses: 

Matthew curbs the audacity of the Jews; 

Checking them in five books as it were with bridles. 

Now whoever the infamous error of these 
(Pure error it is) shall in arguments refute 
Destroys at a stroke all the heresies together; 

For the mother of these is the strife of the deidde people. 

^Expositor, Vol. 87, 1918, “The *Hvc Books' of Matthew against the Jews,” p. 65* The 
Uiicris suggested in this article is expanded in the later book, Swdies in Mattheu/, This latter 
volume is not easy reading, but will repay the serious student. 
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These verses did not apply to the present paper manuscript which chanced 
to be in five books, but to our gospel, which from the second century had 
been regarded — and righdy — as written with a special eye to the Jews. 
Furthermore, the fact that Papias had considered our gospel the product 
of Matthew himself, had used it as the standard for judging Mark, and had 
himself written his commentary in five books' appeared to Bacon to justify 
the view that not only had second-century Christians recognized the five- 
fold nature of the gospel, but that the author, himself “a scribe made a 
disciple of the kingdom of heaven,” had consciously used the Pentateuch as 
a model for his representation of the words of Christ which Christian mis- 
sionaries were to enjoin on all the nations. And it appears to me not unlikely 
that in this view Bacon was right. 

The few available indications of the place of origin of the gospel would 
seem to suggest Antioch. From the first it enjoyed a great popularity in that 
centre, as is reflected by Ignatius, an early bishop of that city. Furthermore, 
the verses 16:17-19, with their signal claims for Peter inserted into the earlier 
Markan narrative and standing in such contrast to the retained rebuke, must 
emanate from a circle which held Peter in high esteem. This was true of 
Antioch, to which city tradition ties Peter’s name. The view, occasionally 
suggested, that in this passage we have a hint of the rivalry between Antioch 
and Jerusalem and of Antioch’s retort to the supporters of James, appears to 
me to have much to commend it. 



Chapter XU 

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO LUKE 


Th£ Gospel of Luke, quite unlike the two discussed in the preceding 
chapters, is definitely cast in biographical form. Yet to speak of it as a biog- 
raphy may well be misleading, for it is not, and was not intended to be, a 
writing complete in itself. Rather, it forms with the book of Acts, part of 
a carefully conceived and developed history. It is distinctly unfortunate that 
through the years these two halves of a single whole have been divorced 
from one another, for it is only as we view them together that we gain 
the true force and significance of each half. Throughout the whole writing 
the touch of the litterateur is clearly seen. This is no hit-or-miss work, but 
a carefully and artistically prepared account. As the student examines and 
ponders the Lucan writings, he can scarcely fail to be struck with the truth 
of the quip: “The simple gospel is not nearly so simple as simple people 
sometimes think.” In the opening words — ^the much-discussed preface (i :i-4) 
— the classical student finds himself at once at home. What the precise force 
of these words is — ^whether they are to commend or to disparage these earlier 
attempts — ^is not clear,^ It is interesting to compare it with the opening words 
of Arrian’s Anabasis of Alexander i 

If any one wonders why, after so many historians this work of history occurred 
also to me, when such an one has both read through all their works and perused 
also this of ours, so let him wonder,^ 

At any rate, the use of such a preface indicates not only that Luke was 
familiar with the literary forms of his day, but was desirous that his work 
should take its place among the volumes read by cultivated men. The first 
half of his writing, our gospel, may then be described in words largely of 
his own choosing as a biographical “treatise concerning all that Jesus began 
both to do and to teach.” All the evangelists had as a prime purpose the glori- 
fying of Jesus, the arousing of admiration for their hero. John gives the classic 
expression of this aim: “These are written, that ye may believe that Jesus 
is the Christ, the Son of God; and that believing ye may have life in his 
name.”® The several writers achieve this goal by different means and 
emphases; none the less, they all share this one purpose. 

^ Eusebius (Hitf. 111,24,15) understood it as a disparagement of the earlier attempts. 

® Quoted by H. J. Cadbury, TAe Maying of Jjukfi-Acts, p. 303. 

*John 20:31. 
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At the head of the gospel stands the story of the Rejection at Nazareth 
(4 :i6'3o). In this passage the theme or motif is expressed which is to occur 
again and again through not only the gospel, but its sequel, the book of 
Acts. To a real degree it may be called apologetic. Throughout the gospel 
he is at pains to prove that Jesus was the true Jewish Messiah. He had 
appeared to the Jews, had been born of the seed of I>avid; but they had 
rejected him. Christianity was the new Israel. Gentile Christianity had 
arisen not through wanton neglea on the part of Jesus to go to the Jews. 
Far from it, he had gone to them, but they had rejected him. This is the 
framework for the whole Lucan writing and the reason it stands at the head 
of the gospel. From the materials of Mark 6:1-6^ and a quotation from 
Isaiah Luke reconstructs this incident with a speech in Jesus* mouth to 
sound the note: “Salvation has come to men.” This is quite different from 
Mark’s view that it is a future task to be realized. In the judgment of Luke 
it had been present in the world from the moment of the Messiah’s birth, 
and had been hymned by the heavenly host (2:14); now it was openly 
and clearly fulfilled. Although those to whom Jesus preached — even his 
immediate followers— failed to realize that this salvation was for all men, 
irrespective of race or status— Jew or gentile, strict adherent of the law or 
outcast— such it was. Thus Jesus can refer to the experiences of Elijah and 
Elisha— the one with the widow of Sarepta, the other with Naaman the 
Syrian. Thus Luke strikes the chord which is to sound again and again 
through the whole story of the rise and development of Christianity and 
which is more fully orchestrated in the later score. At the time of Stephen’s 
death a real break comes: the start of the gentile mission is clearly made, 
But^ as he takes pains to point out, this is no essentially new, that is, un- 
hinted, development. At Pentecost there had been a foretaste of it; further- 
more, even in Jesus’ ministry the start had been made. Jesus had clearly 
revealed his attitude, not only by the choice of Samaritans — ^the only gen- 
tiles with whom he could have come into contact— but in his first address. 
Thus at the very opening Luke strikes this melodic note and continues it 
to the last page of the work (Acts 28:23-28), where Paul, after quoting 
the apposite words of Isaiah, is made to conclude: “Be it known therefore 
unto you, that this salvation of God is sent unto the gentiles; they will also 
hear.” 

But it is to be observed that, while this conviction is central in Luke’s 
own thinking and while he feels it imperative to give expression to it at the 

^That the Markan passage has been utilized by Luke is indubitable. Jesus preaches in the 
Nazareth synagogue; the people take offence and disparage him personally; he retorts that 
prophets are not acceptable in their own country; the absence of miracles in Nazareth is stressed, 
in lAike somewhat lamely, for here the inddoit stands as the opening event of the Galilean 
ministxy, and the mention of miracles already performed in Capernaum (and recorded in an 
early page in Mark) throws into the sharper relief that in Luke’s account it is only after the 
rejection at Nazareth that Jesus goes to Capernaum (4:31). 
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outset o£ his “continuous” account, he does not make it too obtrusive. It is 
also present as an undertone, especially in the Samaritan touches (cf. the 
Good Samaritan® and the grateful Samaritan leper^^) and the omission of 
such a section as the seemingly harsh word to the Syrophcenician woman^ 
but he does not venture to obtrude it in the Markan account. Did we not 
unconsciously read each gospel in the light — often hazy — of the others, 
we could scarcely fail to discover a difficulty at precisely this point, Mark 
finds no especial need to tell the reader why Jesus was arrested and executed. 
His skilful weaving of the story has made that self-evident. Luke, on the 
contrary, does not stress this quarrel nearly so much as does Mark (for him 
the issue is a greater one), but he does not venture to insert material at the 
arrest to make it clear that Jesus’ arrest was due primarily to his view of a 
salvation destined for all. Thus to a degree the reader is left without an 
adequate cause for Jesus’ arrest, or at least without an adequate explanation 
of it. He is content to paint in the latter pages of the gospel an increasing 
cleavage between Jesus and the nation. The Pharisees are represented as 
being constantly perplexed as to why Jesus does not pay more attention to 
them (cf. 7:36; 15:1,2), Also Jesus’ tone is not that of bitter criticism — 
the contrast with Matthew is here especially noticeable — so much as of re- 
gretful sorrow that they will not hear and recognize God’s great gift 
which embraces all alike, them as well as gentiles. Here in this skilfully 
wrought undertone we can scarcely fail to hear the apologetic note of later 
Christianity, hard put to answer Jewish criticism. 

That this explanation of the real point of cleavage, always present in the 
gospel but usually without over-emphasis, is actually true to the facts is 
extremely doubtful. Rather, in it we see the point of view of Christians far 
enough removed from the early days to be trying to evaluate and understand 
the course of the past half-dozen decades, confident that all that has hap- 
pened has been in accord with God’s plan. Here we find a subtle but sig- 
nificant difference between the emphases of Matthew and Luke. For 
Matthew, all that has happened has been prophesied; for Luke, on the con- 
trary, all that has happened has been foreseen and purposed by God, and 
was of necessity implicit in the work and outlook of the Messiah. 

The reluctance of Matthew to represent Jesus as moved by human emo- 
tions, as sorrow, anger, love, and his frequent omission of those touches 
in his revision of the Markan account have already been noted. An even 
more careful pruning out of these is to be seen in Luke, who cancels several 
which had not offended Matthew. For example, he omits Mark’s word that 
at the feeding of the Five Thousand Jesus was moved with compassion 
(9:11 = Mark 6:34). Following Peter’s confession the disciples as a whole are 

•Luke 1035-37. 

•Luke 17:11-19. 

’Mark 7:24-30. 
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bidden to keep silent, but the specific rebuke to Peter with which the Markan 
section closes (Mark 8:32,33) is entirely omitted from the Lucan version. 
In the account of the Passion Luke takes care to tell the story in such a man- 
ner that it will be clear that Jesus was condemned not as a malefactor, as 
were the two who were crucified with him (23:32), but as the Messiah. In 
the trial before the Sanhedrin there is no mention of the alleged threat to 
destroy the temple as in the Markan account (Mark 14:55-61), but simply 
the query, “If thou art the Christ, tell us” (22:67). Similarly, in place of the 
gibe of the bystanders at the cross, “Hal thou that destroyest the temple, 
and buildest it in three days, save thyself, and come down from the cross” 
(Mark 15:29), Luke has “If thou art the king of the Jews, save thyself” 
(23:37). The vivid story in Mark of the Cleansing of the Temple, the over- 
turned tables and benches, the refusal to allow any man to carry a vessel 
through the temple (Mark 11:15-19), is drastically shortened and presented 
without any show of violence (19:45-48). The spitting on Jesus (Mark 
14:65) and the scourging by command of the Roman governor (Mark 
15:15) go unnoticed. Furthermore, he recasts Markus account of two meet- 
ings of the Sanhedrin (Mark 14:53 and 15:1) to one, occurring in the 
early morning. To this, however, he adds the story of another trial before 
Herod, quite unnoticed by Mark. It was at this meeting that Jesus was 
decked out in royal garb and insulted (23:6-16; contrast Mark 15:16-20), 
That in this alteration we are to see evidence that Luke is drawing on 
extra non-Markan material appears to me improbable. Acts 4 :25 S. with its 
quotation of Psalm 2, which refers to “the I(ings of the earth and the 
rulers in array against the Lord and against his Anointed,” would appear to 
provide a sufficient ground for the alteration. 

The gospel is carefully written, and is far harder to remember than 
Matthew, where the systematic — one might almost say, the bony — structure 
is always evident. These corners and joints are all painstakingly smoothed 
down into a literary whole. It is wnritten in excellent Greek. The preface 
is classical Greek, while the rest of the gospel is idiomatic and smooth. That 
it is the translation of an Aramaic original is quite unlikely. There are fre- 
quent traces reminiscent of the Semitic genius, but these appear to me ade- 
quately explained as due to the author’s use of Aramaic sources. Nor should 
we neglect the possibility that the author has deliberately sought to give to 
his narrative local colour. 

That Luke had become possessed of some new materials, notably in the 
story of the Passion, is often asserted, and to a limited degree is perhaps not 
improbable. But it is very easy to overemphasize this element and to seek 
to explain the variation from Mark as due to his use of some substantial 
parallel non-Markan account This appears to me highly questionable. The 
striking thing— and this is perhaps even truer of Matthew— is the apparent 
paucity of non-Markan material available to our author. As one studies 



THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO LUKE 407 

the gospels he is more and more impressed by the almost complete de- 
pendence of the latter two upon the former. It is very easy to overstress 
the “many” w'ho Luke says had preceded him. Today it is the fashion to 
talk about “editors,” and to explain all variations as being due to a dif- 
ferent source, of which “sources” ingenious scholars have discovered a sur- 
prisingly large number which give them great aid and comfort. 

For the most part Luke has reproduced the Markan order, has incor- 
porated or compensated for most of the Markan material, and except in the 
Passion and Resurrection narratives has limited his changes for the most 
part to abbreviations of the fuller Mark or to improvements of the style. 
Several Markan sections are omitted, usually, however, because Luke appears 
to have had a parallel narrative available which he preferred. Nor should it 
be overlooked that, occasionally, at least, his own ingenuity had been 
solely responsible for the preferred parallel. A few examples will suffice: 
He omits Mark 6:1-6 because he has already made use of the incident in 
an earlier connexion (4:16-30). The question of the Scribe in Jerusalem, 
which Mark® presents as the third of a similar series, is omitted because 
he has already utilized it as the setting for the parable of the Good Samaritan 
(10^x5-28). It is to be noted, however, that he has not scrupled to use the 
Scribe's reply (Mark 12:32) as the pleased rejoinder of the Scribes to Jesus’ 
neat tripping of the Sadducees (Luke 20:39), while Mark’s final word, “And 
no man after that durst ask him any question,”® is drawn forward similarly 
to close Luke’s shortened series (20:40). Surely the use of this dialogue to 
introduce the parable is obviously secondary. The Scribe has asked for a defi- 
nition of his neighbour : Who is the man whom he is to love as himself, that 
is, who is to be the object of his benevolence? This the parable docs not 
answer. Rather, as the query, “Who showed himself neighbour?” reveals, the 
matter is inverted. “Neighbour” is used in the sense of one who himself 
showed benevolence, that is, the subjea of the action. It would hence ap- 
pear that Luke had himself built this setting to “tie” the parable in to his 
narrative. 

An essentially similar situation is found in the Markan story of the 
Anointing at Bethany (Mark 14:3-9). This Luke omits, for he has used the 
material earlier in a story which he constructed to serve as the situation for 
the parable of the Two Debtors (Luke 7:36-50). Apparently the reason for 
the Lucan location is the reference, two verses earlier, to Jesus eating and 
drinking (7:34). The secondary nature of the resulting story is evident: 
strange, indeed, is the behaviour of the host who invites Jesus but is neglect- 
ful of the ordinary duties of a host; unnatural, too, is the discourtesy involved 
in the comment of Jesus, a guest in the house, regarding his host’s omission. 
But more serious than this is the confusion in the story. Plainly the teaching 

•Mark 12:28-34. 

•Mark 12:34b. 
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of the story is: The woman anointed Jesus because she loved him, and 
hence because of this love was forgiven. But the parable strangely inverts 
the point: The debtors love the master because he had forgiven them. And 
again, had Simon provided water and oil, this would not have exhibited his 
love, great or small, but would have been simply part of his duty as a host. 
That Luke was not dependent upon Mark for the story, but simply utilized 
it and cancelled its later Markan doublet is perhaps not impossible, but 
appears to me on the whole improbable. He is always anxious to tie in his 
extra-Markan material (here the parable of the Debtors); this story pro- 
vides the means. The host in each case is Simon. Luke makes him a Pharisee, 
and places the story in Galilee instead of Bethany in Judea. Simon’s leprosy 
is not mentioned; the “woman” of Mark is made a “sinner,” apparendy 
because the debtors were “forgiven.”^® 

The Markan story of the Cursing of the Fig Tree (Mark 11:12-14,20-25) 
is omitted, perhaps in part from Luke’s unwillingness to chronicle such an 
act of Jesus, but is compensated for by the parable of the Fig Tree (13:6-9) 
which may very plausibly have been the nucleus of the later story. Luke 
most appropriately appends this parable, which for him symbolizes the 
Jewish nation and the short time allowed it for repentance, to the call for 
repentance (13:1-5) which ended, “Except ye repent, ye shall all likewise 
perish.” 

The ambitious request of James and John and their subsequent rebuke 
(Mark 10:35-45), which was toned down by Matthew, is omitted by Luke, 
but apparendy compensated for by 2224-27. This Lucan setting is apparendy 
due to the contrast (suggested by Mark) between the servant who waits 
on table and the master who is waited upon. Though there is thus a specious 
connexion, the setting is obviously secondary and not precisely happy, for 
Jesus is not striedy waiting on table as a servant, but presiding as master 
of the feast. 

Thus with the exception of the Markan section 6^5-826 the only Markan 
materials completely ignored by Luke are (i) the charge of insanity (Mark 
320-22) which was presumably distasteful to him; (2) the tiny parable 
of the Seed Growing Sccredy (Mark 426-29); (3) the story of the death 
of John the Baptist (Mark 6:17-29), which he had already hinted at earlier 
(3:19 f.); and (4) the identification of John as Elijah (Mark 9:11-13), per- 
haps because he felt he had adequately spoken of John’s significance ^e- 
wherc (7:24-35). One large block, however, (Mark 6^5-8:26), he does cut 

^ The Johanninr version o£ this story (John 12:1-8) is dependent upon both Mark and Luke* 
It occoxs in Bethany toward the end of the ministry (Mark), but in the home of Lazarus, and 
the woman is not a sinner, but Mary. (Is the Lazarus touch due to the blending of the de- 
ments, Simon “the leper'* with a Lazarus, “full of sores** (Luke 16:20)?) John is dq)cndent 
upon the Lucan account for the touch that the woman anointed Jesus’ f€£t (not his head as in 
Mark), but though she wipes them with her hair, there is no mention of her tears — why should 
die weep? she is no nnner — which had made the act natural in Luke. 
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entirely from the Markan narrative, as is evident from a glance at a har- 
mony: Mark 6^2-44 is Luke 9:17; Mark 8:27 is Luke 9:18. And plausible 
reasons are found for this cancellation. The Feeding of the Four Thousand 
(Mark 8:1-93) is a mere doublet of the Feeding of the Five Thousand (Mark 
6:34-44). But this omission would have necessitated a drastic rewriting of 
the following material, especially Mark 8:14-21. The discussion with the 
Syrophcenician woman (Mark 724-30) would naturally have been distaste- 
ful to gentile readers, while the preceding section regarding the dispute with 
the Pharisees about the niceties of the Jewish law (Mark 7:1-23) may well 
have seemed to him irrelevant. The two miracles of healing (Mark 7:31-37 
and 8:22-26) were performed with difficulty; the Walking on the Sea (Mark 
6:45-52) may well have seemed more or less parallel to the Stilling of the 
Storm, already recounted (822-25). Thus a plausible explanation for the 
omission of the whole block of material can be found without recourse to 
the theory that this whole section of our Mark was not in Luke’s copy of 
Mark, which theory is involved in the very real difficulty that in that case 
Luke’s mention of Bethsaida (9:10) is quite inexplicable, since it is only 
in Mark 6:45 that the town is mentioned. 

His treatment 'of Mark, which might seem from these examples occa- 
sionally cavalier, should not lead the reader to the unjustified conclusion 
that he was an irresponsible writer, wilfully perverting history. On the 
contrary, although his primary purpose was religious — like the other evan- 
gelists he was trying to make saints, not historians— he had a very real 
feel for history, and to a far greater degree than his fellow writers was seek- 
ing to paint the picture of the Christian beginnings. In the long range that 
he is trying to cover, his aim apparently was to follow the main currents and 
to show the logical development. His view is the broad one of the man look- 
ing back over a long period, after the events have assumed their positions 
of relative importance. In a word, Luke’s production has few of the quali- 
ties of a series of photographs — each correct in every minute dctail-^ut, 
as was already remarked on an earlier page, is rather a panorama of sig- 
nificant events, so arranged and so interpreted as best to show the unfold- 
ing purposes of God at work below the events described. In the preface 
he makes this aim clear with the words, “it seemed good to me to write 
unto thee in orders The word translated “in order” docs not signify “in 
chronological order,” as is often assumed, but rather “continuously” or “in a 
logically unbroken sequence.” And this is precisely what he has accom- 
plished. One step leads logically and continuously to the next. In earlier 
articles^^ I have tried to show how this dominating interest led him to 
produce narrative material from the scantiest source. Is it necessary to as- 
sume that he had before him a source which told of the trip from Nazar^ 

^ *Taul and Gamaliel,’’ Journal of Religion, July, 1927; ‘’Hie Asceoaon Stary,** Journal of 
Biblical Literature, 193S, Parts i and 2. 
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to Bethlehem made necessary by an imaginary census ? Is it not more prob- 
able that the account is his own creation in order to harmonize the two 
variant traditions, both of which he accepted, that Jesus’ family had from 
the earliest years lived in Nazareth and yet that their child had been born 
in Bethlehem? Or again, it appears to me that the account in Acts of the 
connexion of Paul with the stoning of Stephen has no historical founda- 
tion. It was in Jerusalem that the Christian mission to gentile lands arose, 
and it was Stephen’s death that had caused this beginning. Paul was the one 
who above all others was instrumental in the movement. Therefore Paul 
is transferred from Damascus to Jerusalem and enters the story at this crucial 
moment. Similarly his desire to show “continuously” the successive great 
stages of the Christian movement led him drastically to rewrite Mark’s 
account of the Passion and, by omitting the flight to Galilee^^ and appear- 
ances there (implied at least by Mark), to make the transfer from Galilee 
to Jerusalem absolute. When the Galilean pilgrims in company with the 
Master reached Jerusalem, to which he had set his face stedfastly, that city 
became the next theatre of the Holy War. 

This is true not only in great turning-points — the successive stages in the 
birth and growth of the new religion from its inception in Palestine to its 
establishment in Rome — ^but in all the material. There are no loose ends. 
All the material is closely articulated, or, to change the figure, forms one long 
rope whose various sections are united by long splices to keep the diameter 
constant. Thus he regularly prefaces each narrative or saying with an in- 
troduction showing under what circumstances it was said or done, as, “And 
as they heard these things, he added and spake a parable, because he was 
nigh to Jerusalem, and because they supposed that the kingdom of God 
was immediately to appear” (19:11). An examination of such introductions 
as 9:37; 13:1; 18:1; 19:11 can scarcely fail to convince the student 

that these are all Lucan splices, but should warn him that they are also 
simply Luke’s judgment, as to why or for what purpose this parable or that 
was spoken. 

Or again, while generally holding to the Markan framework and skilfuUy 
splicing in his non-Markan additions, in two sections he varies this by in- 
serting two long non-Markan sections (6:20-8:3 and 9:51-18:14). The latter 
is of particular concern, for it appears to illustrate one of his literary habits. 
It is usually designated “The Perean Ministry,” not very happily since 9:52 
would appear to suggest that in Luke’s judgment the trip south was through 
Samaria, not the Perea. Some critics think that Luke took this section over 
more or less ready-made from another source — ^“the Perean document.” It 
appears to me far more probable that the section is of his own construction, 
and served as a sort of scrap basket for materials which he found it difficult 
to insert separately into the Markan frame. The departure from Galilee af- 

^See pp. 170 f. 
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fords a breaking-point in the narrative, and tlius an excellent and non-con- 
fusing place for the preservation of these important incidents. Thus he breaks 
Mark open at 9:40, inserts the long catena of material, and resumes Mark at 
10:13. He thus omits Mark 10:1-12, apparently because he feels that his pre- 
vious word (16:18) is adequate to show Jesus’ attitude to divorce. 

One further evidence not only of Luke’s desire for a continuous and con- 
nected account, but of his artistic ability, is to be seen in the opening pages 
of his writing. Instead of the abrupt start of Mark, unconcerned with any- 
thing approaching a biography, or of the singularly inartistic way in which 
Matthew opens his account, Luke projects his story back to the annunciation 
to Elisabeth, makes clear the significance of the strange John who appears 
in Mark’s opening sentences, introduces Jesus so skilfully that one does 
not feel the transition from the wonder child to the mature man, and then, 
while Jesus is now occupying the centre of the stage, with the words from 
heaven still resounding, traces his lineage back to the foundation of the 
world, not to prove that he was the Son of God — ^that is already obvious^ — 
but to show that Christianity is no new upstart, but the culmination of the 
eternal purposes of God. 

The question of the identity of this author, whose gospel, according to 
Renan, is “the most beautiful book ever penned,” must be reserved until 
the discussion of the second half of his writing, the book of Acts. It is only 
in the light of this later section that one can consider profitably the justice 
of the tradition which has from the earliest days ascribed these writings 
to Paul’s friend and fellow labourer, Luke, the beloved physician. Further- 
more, a more detailed examination of what sources of information were 
available to him when he determined to write for the benefit of most excel- 
lent Theophilus must remain for the chapter on the Synoptic problem. While 
the question of date is intertwined with both of these considerations, a few 
tentative conclusions may be drawn from the gospel itself. In spite of the 
early date for Luke-Acts which has been urged occasionally in recent years, 
it would appear to me certain that 70 aj>. is the terminus a quo. That the 
description of the destruction of Jerusalem, with the precise method of its 
destined accomplishment,^® is a prophecy, made natural by the repeated words 
of the Old Testament prophets, seems far less likely than that it is a later re- 
flection of Titus’ siege, during which the wall to the north was thrown 
up to starve the city into surrender. Again, while many critics are con- 
vinced that the mention of the “abomination of desolation standing where 
he ought not” in Mark 13:14, whatever its ultimate origin may have been, 
was prompted by those awful days, the deliberate substitution by Luke of 
the words, “When ye see Jerusalem compassed with armies, then know 
that her desolation is at hand,”^^ appears to me conclusive. The anti-Docetic 

“Luke 19:42-44. 

“Luke 21:20. 
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emphasis in such a passage as 24:39-42; the matter-of-fact mention of the 
Old Testament as a continuous prophecy of Jesus more important, as 
in the case of Matthew, the whole tone of the writing, and the impression 
that the author is looking back over a lapse of many years and is evaluating 
the events of the far past — all this inclines me to a date litde if any before 
the end of the first century. And by anticipation it may be remarked that fur- 
ther evidence pointing in the same direction is available in the second part 
of the writing which followed hard upon the tracks of the gospel, if indeed 
there was any appreciable interval between the two parts of the single 
whole. 

“Luke 24:25-27,44. 



Chapter XLll 

THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 


That Acts is the continuation of the story of the rise and spread of Chris- 
tianity, the first half of which is the Gospel of Luke, is so universally accepted 
today as to require little argument.^ The common dedication to Theophilus; 
the resumption of the narrative in these later chapters precisely at the point 
at which the gospel concludes, the final departure of Jesus from his disciples; 
a subtle but none the less unmistakable oneness of purpose, attitude, empha- 
sis, and phraseology — ^all these can hardly be accidental. Thus the real ques- 
tion is not “Were the two writings by the same pen?” but rather “Are we 
justified in assuming that the second part was written after an appreciable 
interval?” or “Were these originally but successive chapters to the gospel, 
which, for reasons best known to the author, he (or perhaps some later 
Christian) later made into a second volume of approximately the same 
length and to which he provided an introduction by a slight recasting of 
the opening pages and the insertion of a duplicate list of the aposdes (i :i3) ?” 
It is by no means easy to decide between these alternatives, each of which 
has points of strength. There is one obvious clash between the gospel and 
Acts, and precisely at the point of cleavage, namely, regarding the departure 
of Jesus. In the gospel he parts from them apparendy on the resurrection 
evening and (in the primitive text) without the mention of an ascension to 
heaven. In the Acts, on the contrary, not only is the ascension story told in 
detail, but it is also asserted that it occurred forty days after the resurrection. 
That this contradiction requires the assumption of different authors for the 
two books is by no means the case. It simply indicates that new information 
of some sort or other had come to the author which led him to change his 
earlier view. But was this during the interim between the composition of 
the gospel and the appearance of Acts, or was it prior to his revision, and 
perhaps one of the reasons leading him to revise and divide the narrative? 
This appears to me an open question.^ 

The title, (The) Acts of the Apostles, almost surely not from the hand of 
the author, is not strictly a happy one, for only in the loosest sense docs it 

^ A notable exception is found in A. C. Oark, The Acts of the Apostles, especially pp, 393- 
408. He decides against the view of a common author for Luke and Acts, largely on the basis 
o£ linguistic differences. 

* For a more detailed study of this problem see my article, “Tbc Ascension Story,” Jourtud of 
BthUcaH Literature, Vol. 47, 1928, pp. 60-73; cf> Jackson and Lake, Beginnings of ChriS" 
tiamty, Vol. V, pp. 16-22. 
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describe the content- As Jiilicher has aptly remarked, its real theme is “The 
History of the Power of God in the Apostles.” A brief but pointed table of 
contents for the WTiting is on the first page — ^“But ye shall receive power, 
when the Holy Spirit is come upon you: and ye shall be my witnesses both 
in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria, and unto the uttermost parts 
of the earth” (1:8). It opens with a little group of disciples in Jerusalem. 
It ends with churches established in strategic centres throughout the Roman 
empire, and with its doughty champion Paul at Caesar's court in Rome. 
The significance of this enormous change is fully stressed. It had been made 
possible by the establishment of Christianity as a religion for gentiles, but 
(as was also stressed in the gospel) not out of wanton neglect of the Jews.® 
The attempt to limit its scope to Jews had been successfully defeated. Nor 
was this change unprecedented. As we have seen, Luke had prefixed to his 
whole story the incident in the Nazareth synagogue where Jesus had pro- 
claimed the ringing words of Isaiah: 

The Spirit of the Lord is upon me. 

Because he anointed me to preach good tidings to the poor: 

He hath sent me to proclaim release to the captives. 

And recovering of sight to the blind, 

To set at liberty them that are bruised. 

To proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord.^ 

When Jesus had healed ten lepers, had not the lone Samaritan been the 
only one to give thanks (Luke 17:11-19) ? But this note is even more clearly 
sounded in Acts in the word of Peter to Cornelius (10:34-43), James to 
his hearers in Jerusalem (15:14), and of Paul on Mars Hill at Athens 
(17:22-31). And it was Paul more than any other who by his sturdy de- 
fence of freedom had made this spread and growth possible. As has been 
already remarked, Paul is thus appropriately introduced in the incident 
which serves for the author as the real start of the broader work. 

But these emphases, which, for want of a better name, may be called 
historical, are but a part of a larger purpose, the desire to preserve Christian 
history for Christians, that is, to edify and strengthen. As in the gospel, 
so in the book of Acts there is a constant stress on the divine guidance of 
the whole movement, of the power of God which had always attended the 
efforts of the earlier heroes and was still leading them on. Thus Peter could 
assure Cornelius that it was God who had sent the word unto the children 
of Israel, preaching good tidings of peace by Jesus Christ (10:35,36). The 
Spirit had been a constant source of supply, not only enabling Peter to con- 
found the faithless Ananias and Sapphira (5:1-11) or Paul to strike the 
sorcerer Elymas blind (13:6-12), but guiding the steps of Paul through Asia 
Minor, forbidding him to speak the word in Asia and preventing him from 

• C£., c.g.. Acts 7:51. 

‘Luke 4:18,19 (Isa. 61:1,2), 
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entering Mysia (16:6,7). It is scarcely a coincidence that Luke, both in the 
gospel and Acts, evinces such a fondness for the auxiliary “must” or “it is 
necessary.” Throughout the whole course of Christian history runs an under- 
current of divine necessity. 

Throughout the narrative is clearly to be discerned a genuine apologetic 
to Jew and Roman alike. John the Baptist, Jesus, Timothy, had all been 
circumcised. Was not Jesus constantly in the synagogue? Although his 
friends must have been most eager to pay their last respects to their crucified 
Lord, had they not “rested on the Sabbath according to the commandment” 
(Luke 23:56)? Paul had ever been most careful to observe Jewish require- 
ments, had regularly turned first to the Jews in each community in which 
he had visited, had helped orthodox Jews in Jerusalem to keep the strictest 
vows (Acts 21:23-26), had faced death in the face of the prophecy of Agabus 
in order to be at Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost (20:16; 21:7-14). Even 
James, whose orthodoxy was unimpeachable, had declared to Paul his con- 
fidence that the charge that he was “teaching all the Jews who are among 
the gentiles to forsake Moses, telling them not to circumcise their children, 
neither to walk after the customs” (21:21) or was not himself walking in 
an orderly manner, keeping the law (21:24), was quite unfounded. Had 
not Gamaliel, himself not a Christian, urged his fellow Jews to cease their 
attacks (5:33 ff.)? This emphasis, although specifically against Jewish 
charges, was not without its value to Roman critics as well. Christianity was 
not an advena, a reli^o illicitae as was often being asserted, but actually the 
true and legitimate Judaism. None the less, there was the stubborn fact that 
Jesus had been crucified at the hands of Romans; Paul had been often 
arrested and had been sent to Rome for trial. But had not Pilate three times 
asserted his confidence that Jesus was innocent? Had not the Roman 
authorities — ^the magistrates at Philippi, Gallio in Corinth, the Roman cap- 
tain, Felix, and Festus in Jerusalem— regularly released Paul, repeatedly 
arrested through Jewish malice? Had not Festus and Agrippa agreed, 
“This man doeth nothing worthy of death or of bonds ... he might have 
been set at liberty, if he had not appealed unto Caesar” (26:31,32)? Jewish 
malice, not the breaking of Roman laws, had sent Jesus to the cross, and had 
dogged the steps of Paul. Nor should it be overlooked that in the gospel 
Luke had carefully pruned out all words and deeds of Jesus which might 
be distorted to show him a seditious and violent man. And it is not with- 
out interest to observe that, although all the evangelists record the act of 
cutting off the ear of the servant of the high priest by one of the disciples 
in Gethsemanc at the time of Jesus’ arrest, Luke alone records that Jesus 
at once counteracted this act of violence by a miraculous and instant cure 
(Luke 22:50,51). In Paul’s word to Festus the innocence, not only of Paul 
himself, but of all his comrades, finds expression: “Neither against the law 
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of the Jews, nor against the temple, nor against Caesar, have I sinned at 
all” (25:8). 

That the book of Acts falls into two more or less clearly differentiated 
halves has often been suggested, but opinions have differed as to the place 
of division. Some have seen it at the end of chapter 12; in the earlier chapters 
Peter is the particular hero, in the latter Paul. For others, the turning-point 
is 15:35. Professor Torrey, for example, argued that 1:1-15:35 was not com- 
posed by the author of the second half, but was translated by him from 
Aramaic,® Other scholars, although imconvinced by the linguistic phe- 
nomena so clear to Torrey, have been led to make the division at this same 
point because of the peculiarly baffling phenomenon which makes its ap- 
pearance without warning in the story of the missionary journey of Paul 
which starts at 15:36 — ^the so-called "We passages.” These may be tabulated 
as follows: 16:10-17; 20:5-15; 21:1-18; 27:1-28:16, although the lines of de- 
marcation are not precisely certain. Other scholars, notably Lake, see not 
four, but three, passages, and, by combining the second and third (20:5-15 
and 21 :i-i8) through the inclusion of Paul’s speech at Miletus and append- 
mg the story of Paul’s conversation with James and its consequences 
(21:17-26), make the second passage extend 20:5-21:26. The first begins at 
Troas and ends with the arrest of Paul and Silas at Philippi; the second be- 
gins again at Philippi on a later journey and extends to the arrival in Miletus 
en route to Jerusalem; the third resumes the narrative at the departure from 
Miletus and carries Paul to Jerusalem; the fourth begins with Paul’s depar- 
ture from Caesarea, and ends with his arrival at Rome. 

That these sections come from the diary of a companion of Paul’s is 
almost universally admitted. It has seemed difficult, if not impossible, to ex- 
plain the surprising shift from they and them to we and us on any other hy- 
pothesis. One example will make the abruptness of the transition clear: 

And they went through the region of Phrygia and Galatia, having been for- 
bidden by the Holy Spirit to speak the word in Asia; and when they were come 
over against Mysia, they assayed to go into Bithynia; and the Spirit of Jesus suf- 
fered them not; and passing by Mysia, they came down to Troas. And a vision 
appeared to Paul in the night: There was a man of Macedonia standing, beseech- 
ing him, and saying. Come over into Macedonia, and help us. And when he had 
seen the vision, straightway we sought to go forth into Macedonia, concluding, 
that God had called us to preach the gospel unto them. Setting sail therefore from 
Troas we made a straight course to Samothrace. . . ^ 

But the decisive question is: Was the author of these "We passages,” who 
admittedly had participated with Paul in at least these few doings, the author 
of the book as we have it; or are these sections merely incorporated by the 

® The Compod^n and Date of Acts, 

•Acts 
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author into his narratives from one of his sources? Many and varied have 
been the answers to this basic query. 

The scK:ailed “external tradition” about the author, that is, the observa- 
tions of the early writers, is singularly inconclusive, despite the fact that 
from the latter half of the second century it is regularly stated that both 
gospel and Acts were composed by Luke the physician and friend of Paul. 
The famous Muratorian fragment provides the earliest statement of this 
tradition. All the later writers — Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, 
Origen, Eusebius, and Jerome — ^simply attest in essence the same view: 

The third book of the gospel, according to Luke, Luke that physician, after the 
ascension of Christ, when Paul had taken him with him a devoted helper [or 
perhaps, “as a travel companion”], composed in his own name from hearsay. Yet 
he himself did not see the Lord in the flesh and therefore (?), as he could follow, 
so [he set them down (?)], and began to speak from the nativity of John. . . . 
But the Acts of all the aposdes were written in one book. Luke compiled for 
“most excellent Theophilus” the several events done in his presence, as he clearly 
reveals by his omission of the death of Peter and the departure of Paul from the 
city, on his departure for Spain.*^ 

While certainty is, of course, impossible, the nature of the tradition suggests 
that it rests simply upon conjectures and inferences drawn at an early date 
from the gospel and Acts themselves and therefore, as Cadbury rightly re- 
marks,® may well be neither “external” nor “tradition” at all. The surprising 
shift from they to we which first makes its appearance in connexion with 
the journeys of Paul; the fact that in the preface to the gospel the author 
disclaims personal acquaintance with the earliest happenings, but declares 
that he was in a position to have accurate knowledge for a considerable time; 
the fact that the first “We passage” finds Paul at Troas, ready to go to 
Philippi, and the last one leaves him in Rome— these data plus the list of 
Paul’s companions who were with him in Rome,® for these letters were 
considered written from Rome during his two years in prison, perhaps aided 
by the word, “Only Luke is with me” (II Tim. 4:11), may quite conceivably 
have led to the selection of Luke as the probable author. The significant 
thing is that there is nothing in the “tradition” which could not be inferred 
from the writing, and hence to consider it as a certainty, in itself not open 
to examination, appears to me quite unwarranted. 

Thus the whole problem of authorship really turns on the one question: 
I>oes the book as we have it contain material which could not have come 
from the pen of a companion of Paul’s? or, perhaps better stated, Does the 

’^Uuratofian Fragment, lines 2-8,34-39. I have tried to reproduce the obscure and slovenly 
Latin in ibis painfully literal rendering. 

* Jackson and Lake, The Beginnings of Christianity, Vol. H, p. 263. Professor Cadbury bas 
here adiceted the pertinent "tradiuons** and has sul^ected them to a penetrating and judicious 
examination. 

*C(^. 4:10 S., J^m. 23,24. 
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account diverge so manifestly from historical events that only one who did 
not know Paul personally could have accepted the tradition and have penned 
the resultant narrative? That in the earlier chapters of Acts the author is 
obviously far removed from the events and is dependent upon sources, in- 
cluding doublets of the same events which he has drastically rewritten,^® 
and upon legendary material, as the wonder stories of Peter at Joppa and 
Lydda, his two miraculous releases from prison, the variant and coarser 
tradition of Judas’ tragic end, — all this is perhaps not definitive, but would 
nevertheless suggest that he was not in a position to gain much primitive 
tradition. Perhaps even the manifest contradiction between the account in 
Acts and Paul’s own statement that Timothy joined him in Athens^^ might 
be explained as due to the fact that Luke had not accompanied Paul south 
from Philippi; but the wonder stories of Paul’s release from the Philippian 
prison (16:25-39) and of his preservation and doings on the island of Malta 
(28:1-10) cannot be so easily accounted for. For those who accept the re- 
construction of the visits of Paul to Jerusalem and of the consequent jour- 
neys, suggested in an earlier chapter, the view that the account in Acts was 
penned by one who had known Paul personally is by no means easy. Is it 
probable that one who knew Paul personally and his views that while Peter 
had been entrusted with the gospel for the circumcision he had been en- 
trusted with the gospel for the uncircumcision (Gal. 2:7 £), would have 
allowed Peter to declare, “Brethren, ye know that a good while ago God 
made choice among you, that by my mouth the gentiles should hear the 
word of the gospel, and believe” (15:7) ? Of course, it is possible that due 
to Paul’s letters we may be inclined to overemphasize his departure from 
Judaism. He may well have remained far more a Jew than he realized. 
At least, many of his converts apparently thought so. To a gentile, even 
though a companion and friend of Paul’s, these Jewish traces may well have 
been all too apparent, and may have led him to see no incongruity in repre- 
senting Paul— as he had Jesus — ^as actually an apostle to Jews and regularly 
turning to gentiles only when Jewish opposition made this step necessary; 
or of penning such a story as that of Paul in Jerusalem (21:17-26), which 
is scarcely what we would have expected of the Paul known to us only 
from his own letters. 

What appears to me the most serious difficulty in believing that the picture 
of Paul drawn in Acts was produced by a friend and companion is the curi- 
ously unsatisfactory way the story of his conversion is told. Three times the 
story is given.^* Not only are the details different and mutually contradictory 
in the three accounts, but they minimize, or at least fail to emphasize, the 
one point that Paul apparently felt all-important, viz., that he had seen 

” See pp. 228 £. 

“See p, 234. 

“Pp. 226-230. 

“Acts 9:1-19; 22:6-16; 26:12-18. 
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the Lord.^^ In the Acts account he hears a voice, a light shines forth, but 
there is a complete silence as to the actual vision. This to me is very serious. 
To be sure, it is possible to harmonize the pictures by stressing the word that 
the men with him beheld no man (9:7) — Whence that Paul did — ^but that a 
friend of PauPs should have so subordinated this all-important point and 
should have been so vague about the whole happening appears to me quite 
unlikely. 

Nor should it be overlooked that there is a complete silence in the Acts 
account about the very considerable collection which Paul had been at such 
pains to collect for the poor saints in Jerusalem. Could a companion of Paul 
have overlooked this or have considered it so incidental as unworthy of 
mention? It does not appear to me legitimate to lay much stress on the 
author’s failure to understand Paul’s theology. Few early Christians did. 
But the completely different emphasis throughout the book on the sig- 
nificance of Jesus’ death is after all surprising. In Acts it is simply a horrid 
crime which the Jews had wrought, and quite in keeping with the earlier 
acts of their fathers. For Paul it was the all-central point: the means of salva- 
tion. That the author should have failed to incorporate that distinctive note 
in the earlier pages of his book is perhaps not surprising. He might well 
have sought to preserve the flavour of the earlier, pre-Pauline, preaching. 
But that there should have been no hint in the speeches in the mouth of 
Paul himself of the one point that he apparently never ceased to stress 
and which any travel companion must have heard so often is to me most 
unlikely. And finally, there is the amazing failure even to hint that Paul 
had ever written letters to his churches. Surely he must have known that 
Paul had carried on an extensive correspondence. Why did he fail to men- 
tion it? This point, rarely considered in modern discussions of the identity 
of the author, appears to me of great significance as a weighty, if not fatal, 
objection to the view that he was a travel companion of Paul’s, 

Thus I find myself forced to feel that the lack of exact knowledge of the 
details of Paul’s career even in the period during which the author of the 
“We passages” was with him and the evident readiness to transform and 
rewrite his sources of information in the light of his philosophy of history 
exclude the author from having been the companion of Paul, who penned 
the diary notes. Rather the author used various sources from which he pro- 
duced his writing. One of them was a series of entries, quite fragmentary 
in extent, from a diary of an erstwhile travel companion, which he skil- 
fully utilizes, choosing, for reasons about which we can raise guesses but 
can never know, to preserve the personal “we” touch. It may perhaps be 
remarked that had the author with his obvious literary skill meant by this 
touch to indicate his own appearance in the story, he might well have done 
it in a more finished and natural manner. Nor is it fair to say that in the “We 

“I Cor. 9;i; 15:8; and probably Gal. 1:12,16; II Cor, 12:1-5. 
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passages” we find a fresher, more vivid tone. Aside from the curious we's 
there is nothing in the accounts which might not well have come from one 
who knew the country he was describing and knew how to write convinc- 
ingly. 

Several scholars, notably Hobart and Harnack, have seen distinct traces 
in Luke and Acts that the author was a physician; hence, since the Luke 
who had been with Paul was a physician/® have discovered fresh proof of 
the justice of the traditional view that it was this Luke who wrote the books. 
Professor Cadbury has, however, completely exploded this fallacy of the 
alleged medical language in Luke-Acts^® by demonstrating that there was 
no technical phraseology available for the ancient physician, comparable to 
that of the present-day medical jargon, and by showing that all of the words 
and phrases eagerly pounced upon by Hobart and his pedissequi were in 
common use by such writers as Aristophanes and Lucian, who, to say the 
least, had never received a doctor’s degree. Were it not for the accidental 
reference of Paul to “Luke, the beloved physician,” it is extremely possible 
that the famous but enigmatic author might have come down to us not in 
doctor’s robes, but in the garb of a sea captain. 

One final word with regard to the literary craftsmanship of the author 
must be mentioned. No classical student will need to be warned that the 
speeches in the book of Acts are the free composition of the author, precisely 
as are those of Josephus, Philo, Thucydides, or Livy. Thucydides gives us a 
terse but frank statement of this ancient custom: 

As to the speeches that were made by different men, either when they were 
about to begin the war or when they were already engaged therein, it has been 
difficult to recall with strict accuracy the words actually spoken, both for me as 
regards that which I myself heard, and for those who from various other sources 
have brought me reports. Therefore the speeches are given in the langxiage in 
which, as it seemed to me, the several speakers would express, on the subjects 
under consideration, the sentiments most befitting the occasion, though at the 
same time I have adhered as closely as possible to the general sense of what was 
actually said.^*^ 

In the light of this statement the student will not be perplexed by the 
marked similarities between all the speeches— be they of a Peter, a Stephen, 
or a Paul. It will not be necessary to debate whether Paul has been "petron- 
izcd” or Peter has been “paulinized”; rather, it is clear that all of them 
have been “lucanized.” Their marked sameness of tone, their smoothness 
and freedom from the litde idiosyncrasies which stamp the man himself, 
the surprising fact that the author knows on occasion what was said in secret 

**Col. 4:14. 

** The Style and Literary Method of Luke, pp. 39-72; Journal of Biblical Literature, 1926, 
pp, 190-209. 

de Bello P, 1,22 (quoted by Cadbury, The Making of lMke~Acts, p. 185). 
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council (4:15-17), the providential preservation of the letter of Claudius 
Lysias to Felix with its highly satisfactory and sympathetic statement of 
PauPs innocence (23:26-30) require no ^our de force of laboured explana- 
tion. These speeches may well give us a fair picture of early Christian 
thought and even of the kind of preaching that the early Christians heard — 
or that Luke thought they ought to have heard— but the cautious student 
will be slow to use them as sources of knowledge for reconstructing a life 
of Peter or of Paul. As was remarked on an earlier page, Stephen’s famous 
speech to his accusers does not remotely answer the charges brought against 
him. It is simply a tirade — whether justified or not is of no consequence at 
the moment — ^against the Jews who had from the beginning persecuted 
God’s saints. This theme was very likely a favourite one in early Christian 
preaching and finds constant expression not alone in the speeches of Peter — 

Let all the house of Israel therefore know assuredly, that God hath made him 
both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom ye crucified ^^ — 

but in many of the words now found in the mouth of Jesus, especially 
as recorded by Matthew. 

Occasionally Luke’s desire to use the speeches as a convenient means for 
providing necessary information for the readers gives a distinctly artificial 
appearance to the utterance. Thus in Peter’s first speech he is made to de- 
scribe to his fellow Jews in Jerusalem an incident which had purportedly 
just happened and which they must have known as well as did he in the 
following amazing language: 

And it became \nown to all the dwellers at Jerusalem^ in so much that in their 
language that field was called Akeldama, that is, The field of blood.^® 

None of the speeches attributed to Paul reveal the Paul known to us from 
the letters. This fart, as has been remarked, is of no small weight in the 
problem of authorship. Even in the farewell speech of Paul to the Ephesian 
ciders at Miletus (20:18-35) — a speech regarded by some critics as distinctly 
different from the others and perhaps an actual part of the “We source” — 
the stereotyped prophecy of impending evil — 

I know that after my departing grievous wolves shall enter in among you, not 
sparing the flock; and from among your own selves shall men arise, speaking 
perverse things, to draw away the disciples after them — 

is so precisely similar to the tenor of the Pastoral Epistles, Jude, II Peter, 
Matt. 5:10-12; 10:16-23 that it does not appear rash to consider it a prophecy 
post eventum. 

Nor should it be overlooked that occasionally in the mouths of the speak- 
ers are found both improbable sentiments and impossible statements. The 

“Acts 2:36; <£ 2:23; 3:15; 4:10. 

•Acts i:iQ. 
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speech of James at the council in Jerusalem (15:13-21) is an example of the 
one; the temperate and oft-cited advice of Gamaliel (5:34-39) of the other. 
James is made to quote Amos 9:11,12 in very free paraphrase of the Scptua- 
gint. The Hebre^v read: 

In that day will I raise up the tabernacle of David that is fallen, and dose up 
the breaches thereof; and I will raise up its ruins, and I will build it as in the 
days of old; that they may possess the remnant of Edom, and dl the nations that 
are called by my name^ saith Jehovah that doeth this. 

That is, that Israel may possess Edom and the other nations. But James is 
made to say, 

, . . that the residue of men may seek after the Lord, and all the gentiles, upon 
whom my name is cdled. . . , 

That the historic James used the Septuagint is most unlikely; surely Gal. 
2:11 ff. makes it highly improbable that this utterance represents James’ 
attitude, to say nothing of his words.^® In the other passage Gamaliel is made 
to refer to the rebellion of Theudas which had occurred “before these days” 
and which, he goes on to say, was later followed by the insurrection and 
death of Judas of Galilee. Now Theudas raised his rebellion in the days of 
Fadus and not earlier than 44 aj)., that is, several years later than the di£ 5 - 
culty which prompted Gamaliel to speech. Furthermore, Judas of Galilee 
raised his rebellion not after Theudas, but nearly forty years before (6 a.d.). 
Why Luke made this historical error may be deferred to a later paragraph; 
diat this speech can scarcely be construed as a verbatim record of Gamaliel’s 
word is evident. Thus the only safe conclusion with regard to the several 
speeches would appear to be that they are the author’s free composition, as 
was true of those of all ancient historians. They are not to be used as source 
material in any moot point. They may occasionally have historic valu^ but 
we are not safe in using them unless they agree exaedy with something else, 
the authority for which is unquestioned, and in that case they are superfluous. 

Litde more need be said about the probable date of Acts. As has already 
been argued in the previous chapter, there appears good reason to date the 
Gospel of Luke about 100 aj>. The book of Acts is at least not earlier. The 
apologetic tone, which is even clearer in Acts than in the gospel, suggests 
a date when it was necessary to justify Christianity in the eyes of Rome. 
Thus the unwillingness of the author to chronicle the deaths of Peter, 
and especially of Paul, without any corresponding story of their subsequent 
resurrection triumph may well provide as satisfactory an explanation of the 
enigmatic end of the book as does the assumption of Torrey and Harnack 
that the silence was due to the faa that Paul’s death had not occurred 
when Luke for the last time dipped his pen in the inkhorn. The representa- 

*^This is a powerful argument against the contention that Luke is dependent upon Aramaic 
sources, not to mention a continuous Aramaic document. 
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don of the apostles as a college of officials charged with oversight over the 
other groups; their refusal to leave Jerusalem under pressure (8:1) ; the inter- 
pretadon of the incident of Peter and Cornelius in the light of the later "open 
membership” practice; the indications of the organized form Christianity 
was coming to possess, with presbyters (11:30; 14:23) and ordination (6:6); 
the legendary accretions, already mentioned, even to the figure of Paul — 
all this suggests the lapse of many years. And finally, there is always the 
lingering possibility— some scholars consider it a probability— that Luke 
had some familiarity with the Antiquities of Josephus (93-94 a.d.). This 
assumption rests on two misstatements — one in Acts, the other in Luke. The 
first, Gamaliers strange confusion regarding the dates of Theudas and Judas 
of Galilee, has already been remarked. How could Luke have made such a 
mistake? It is to be observed that in the Antiquities the account of the down- 
fall of Theudas is immediately followed by the words: 

The sons of Judas of Galilee were now slain; I mean of that Judas who caused 
the people to revolt when Quirinius came to take an account of the estates of the 
Jews as we showed in a former book.^^ 

Is not a careless reading (or faulty memory) of this section responsible for 
Luke’s anachronism and mistakes in order — that is, he failed to remember 
the fact that it was not Judas but Juda/ sons whose deaths were mentioned as 
subsequent to Theudas? Luke’s apparent error with regard to the date of 
the census would suggest that, however diligent he may have been in his 
search for the facts, he may yet have slipped occasionally on his dates, as 
has every other historian both before him and after. The other misstatement 
occurs in the famous synchronism: 

Now in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar, Pontius Pilate being 
governor of Judea, and Herod being tctrarch of Galilee, and his brother Philip 
tctrarch of the region of Iturea and Trachonitis, and Lysanias tetrarch of 
Abilene, . , P 

The only Lysanias of Abilene about whom we have any knowledge was ex- 
ecuted by Mark Antony in 36 B.a But Josephus^ mentions that in 53 aj). 
Claudius in his twelfth year gave to Agrippa II Abila, which ^^had been the 
tetrarchy of Lysanias.” It is only fair to state that our confidence that in these 
words we find the explanation for Luke’s careless statement is lessened by 
the fact that in the Wetrs^^ Josephus in mentioning this same transaction 
refers to Abilene as that kingdom which u^as called the kingdom of Lysanias. 
If this was a general appellation for it in later times, of course Luke may have 
learned it from other channels than Josephus. This possibility should not 

^AniU 20 , 5 , 1 , 

“Luke 3^:1. 

^Anu. 20,7,1— the same book from which the other misstatement conceivably arose. 

*^Wars 2,11,5. 
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obscure the fact that Luke was wrong in his assumption that Lysanias was 
actually the tetrarch in the fifteenth year of Tiberius. These two cases are 
interesting. Other possible examples might be cited.“^ They do not amount 
to a mathematical demonstration; it is perhaps surprising, if Luke knew the 
source of information at all, that he made such scanty and desultory use of it. 
None the less, I cannot escape the lingering suspicion that the coincidences 
are not accidental and that both gospel and Acts are definitely thus to be 
dated after 95 aj>. The terminus ad quern can in no case be later than 150 
Aj).— for Mardon included the gospel of Luke in his canon — ^and in 
probability considerably earlier, since the gospel was almost surely known 
and used by the author of the Fourth Gospel. While I thus would be dis- 
inclined to set the latest possible date for the joint work much, if any, below 
105-110 AJ)., I feel litde force in the usual argument that every year subse- 
quent to 100 AJ). makes the fiulure of Luke to know and utilize the Pauline 
letters the more amazing. There can be no doubt that such would be the 
case if the author is, as is today generally considered axiomatic, actually igno- 
rant of them. As has been suggested in the discussion of the several letters,“® 
it would appear to me that the axiom needs re^amination and that there arc 
distinct indications that the author did know and made occasional, if frag- 
mentary, use of at least some of them. 

There seem few indications in the gospel or Acts as to the exact place in 
the Roman world in which they were written, nor are the traditional state- 
ments such as to arouse much confidence. In one passage Jerome remarks 
that it was written from Rome, basing this opinion upon the fact that the 
book ends with Paul still in that dty;^ in the prefree to his Commentary on 
Mattheuf^ he remarks that Luke “composed his book [that is, the gospel 
as distinct from Acts] in the districts of Achaia and Boeotia.” Prisdllian, to 
whom is attributed the so-called Monarchian PrologueSy mentioned Achaia 
as the place of composition for the gospeL This tradition is apparently due 
to the inference that, since the “We passages” begin just prior to Paul’s 
advent in Greece, it was there that Luke^ an Antio^an,^ had joined 
PauL Whether this early and general ascription of Luke to Antioch is based 
upon an actual tradition or is an inference from the prominence that that 
dty received in the Acts account is impossible to decide. It is of interest, 
perhaps of importance, to observe that in the so-called Western text of Acts 
there is another “Wc passage.” In this type of text, which is surely primitive, 

* See Mo^tt, Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, pp. 29-31. Cf. also Lake's 
observatioiis with rc^d to Acts 21:38 and Wars 2,13,3-5 Beginnings of Christianity, VoL 
n, p. 357 and Vcd. IV, pp. 276 f. 

* Sec my article^ “ *Luke* and Paul," Jourmd of the American Oriental Society, Vol- 57, No. i, 
(Match, 1938). 

^ de Viris ini, 7, 

^Mtgne, Pair. Lot. zrvi,i8. 

^So Eusebius (Hist, Bed, as well as Jerome and Ptisdllian in the above-dted 

passages. 
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although probably not preserving the original reading, there is prefixed “And 
when w€ were assembled together” to the words, “there stood up one o£ them 
named Agabus” (11:28). It may well be that this variant reading W’as the 
source, not the result, of the tradition ascribing the writer of Luke and Acts 
to Antioch, and may reflect a real tradition that that church had been the 
first to use these writings. At any rate, it suggests that the one who phrased 
the gloss — if gloss it be — considered Antioch the place of composition, and 
it is by no means certain that he was not correct. 



Chapter XUll 

THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM 

It is very easy to state the problem; the difficulty lies in finding a solution 
which will account for all the facts without recourse to the famous bed of 
Procrustes. That Matthew, Mark, and Luke stand in some very close rela- 
tionship, as regards both order of material and phraseology, is self-evident 
and needs no argument. As was indicated in the chapters regarding Matthew 
and Luke, in each of these two gospels almost the whole of Mark is pre- 
served, occasionally in altered form, not infrequently drastically rewritten, 
but none the less unmistakeably present. And if, as has been argued in the 
chapter devoted to Mark, the order and casting of material in that gospel 
is not to be seen as the simple tying together of incidents in chronological 
order but rather as a deliberate and purposeful arrangement of materials 
to present a decisive answer to a question which the author considered all- 
important, it is surely highly improbable that two other writers, unacquainted 
with this arrangement, and themselves bearing clear evidence that their 
own purposes were quite different, should have independently hit upon 
the same oudine. Occasionally a deviation occturs. Thus, for example, as 
we have seen, Luke parts company with Mark at Mark 9:40 and continues 
for several chapters (Luke 9:51-18:14) with non-Markan material. But at 
the end of this unique section he is once more running exactly parallel 
with Mark, and — ^what is more important — the resumption of Mark con- 
tinues the Markan narrative at precisely the point where it had been 
temporarily left. Or again, a glance at a harmony of the gospels reveals that 
generally when either Matthew or Luke has an order of material different 
from Mark the other runs parallel to Mark. In a word, throughout the 
whole story Mark appears as the outline which both the others consciously 
and systematically used. It has already been suggested that the Markan 
section 8:27-9:32, comprising three separate incidents — ^Peter's Confession, the 
so-called Transfiguration, and the Healing of the Epileptic Boy — ^was so ar- 
ranged for a definite purpose, not simply because the events happened 
chronologically (and that in the week’s interval between the first and the 
second Jesus had done nothing worthy of record). The Transfiguration is a 
scene built up from materials — ^perhaps a resurrection story — to impress the 
heavenly seal upon the dawning confidence of Jesus* followers as expressed 
by their spokesman Peter. Jesus’ absence in the mountain provides a setting 
for the story of the cure of the epileptic boy — the disciples were unable 
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to perform the cure; Jesus was able. Obviously for such a story Jesus must 
be absent at first from the scene. Now that three independent writers should 
have chanced to see the aptness of precisely this artificial arrangement is 
of course utterly improbable. In the Markan section 2:23-3:6 two incidents 
are joined — ^Jesus and his disciples in the grain-field and the Cure of the 
Withered Hand. Their connexion is obviously not due to an actual sequence 
of events^ but because both illustrate Jesus’ conduct on the Sabbath. But 
Matthew (12:1-14) and Luke (6:i-ii) both preserve the events in the same 
order, and essentially at the same point in the story. Did all three writers 
independendy conclude, not only that it was necessary to show Jesus’ atti- 
tude on this point, but that these were the two incidents especially apt.?^ 

Nor is this amazing similarity seen only in the selection and arrange- 
ment of the material, but in the very phraseology. An excellent case in 
point is found in the case of the paralytic. In answer to his critics Jesus 
replies; “But that ye may know that the son of man hath authority on earth 
to forgive sins.” Then follows a curiously infelicitous parenthesis, “he 
saith to the sick of the palsy.”^ And all three evangelists, agreeing without 
variation in the exact wording of Jesus’ utterance, interrupt it at precisely 
the same spot with this parenthesis. That three independent writers should 
have couched their narrative in such a wise as to make this awkward 
interruption necessary is quite unthinkable. It would be possible to print 
long lists of sections where the phraseology of the evangelists — ^now of all 
three, now of two — ^is identical, but it is unnecessary. Two hours’ thoughtful 
reading by the student himself in a harmony (preferably in Greek) will 
allow him to be convinced at first hand. And the point to be kept closely 
in mind is: These agreements in phraseology arc in our Greek gospels. 
Jesus spoke Aramaic. Surely it is incredible that three translators chanced 
to employ precisely the same renderings from one language to another. 
And it may be remarked that in these readings not infrequently highly 
unusual and rare Greek words are to be found. Lists of these have often 
been compiled and arc readily available to students who use Greek. Two 
particularly striking ones may be added; In Mark 9:42 the phrase translated 
“millstone” is literally “a millstone turned by an ass” ( jxuXos 6ywc6s ) — a 
very unusual term. Matthew reproduces it (18:6). Similarly in the 
apocalyptic discourse Jesus is made to say “and except the Lord had 
shortened the days” (Mark 13:20). The word translated “had shortened” 
literally means “had mutilated” or “cut off,” and is not only a rare word, 
but is only here employed of anything except physical mutilation, as cutting 
of the feet (so Aristotle) or the nose (so Ihodorus Siculus). But in the 
parallel section in Matthew (24:22) precisely the same rare word is em- 
ployed. 

On the other hand, the differences, in the form of alterations and con- 

^Mark a:io = Matt 9:6^ Luke 5 *.24. (Luke inverts “son of man*’ . . . “has authoiity.**) 
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tradictions, are no less clear, and prevent the otherwise convenient ex- 
planation that since our gospels are unique books they are not to be judged 
by ordinary literary standards, but that the authors had been divinely 
guided, even in the perplexing matter of translating Aramaic utterances 
into Greek. But surely such a divine control could not have brooked con- 
tradictions. Many of Jesus’ utterances occur in Matthew as parts of long 
compactly built discourses, while in Luke they appear under quite different 
circumstances and in different settings. More perplexing would be the 
definite contradictions. For example, all three evangelists record in sub- 
stantially the same Greek words that at Jesus’ baptism a voice was heard from 
heaven.^ But while all three agree that the purport of the word was that 
Jesus was the beloved son in whom God was well pleased, Mark and Luke 
say that this word was to Jesus: “Thou art , . . Matthew, on the con- 
trary, implies that it was to those who needed the information: “This 
is . . .” Surely the voice did not speak twice; nor would it be easy to 
explain how, under a mechanical view of verbal supernatural guidance, the 
evangelists had been allowed to make this contradiction. Or again, in the 
story of the Cure of the Man with the Withered Hand,^ all three evangelists 
agree that the question was asked, “Is it lawful on the sabbath day to do 
good, or to do harm? to save a life, or to kill?” (Matthew reads simply, 
“Is it lawful on the sabbath day to heal?”) But who asked this question? 
Mark and Luke state that it was Jesus; Matthew, on the contrary, that it 
was his opponents. Near Jericho, say all three evangelists,'* a healing of the 
bhnd took place. The many verbal identities in the three accounts, as well 
as the representation of the scene in general, allow no question but that 
it is the same incident. None the less, Mark asserts that Jesus healed one 
man on his departure from Jericho; Luke that it was as he drew near to 
Jericho; Matthew agrees with Mark that it was as Jesus, left Jericho, but 
asserts that it was not one man but two who were healed. The disagreement 
between Matthew and Mark as to who made the request for James and 
John—was it the two disciples themselves or was it their mother? — ^has 
already been mentioned.® In the same connexion the differences the evan- 
gelists evidence in the treatment of the query of the rich young ruler^ 
or of the question with regard to the great commandment‘s may well be 
pondered. And when we examine Matthew and Luke for that part of 
Jesus’ life which was not treated by Mark — genealogies and birth stories, 
on the one hand, and his resurrection appearances to his disciples, on the 
other — it would appear somewhat less laboured to agree that the spirit 

•Mark 3:11 — Matt. 3:17 = Luke 3:22. 

•Mark 3:1-6 = Matt. 12:9-14 = Luke 

‘Mark 10:46-52 = Matt. 20:29-34 = Luke 18:35-43. 

•See p. 395. 

*Scc pp, i6o U 395- 

''See p. 407. 
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which guided Matthew’s pen was not the one which performed a similar 
function for Luke’s, 

During the past century an immense amount of labour has been expended 
on the problem of these agreements and differences, and, while there is still 
much that is uncertain and which leads equally competent and unprejudiced 
investigators to very different conclusions, one point has become so clear 
as to be universally accepted, viz., the priority of Mark. For centuries this 
w^as denied, and Mark was regarded, as it had been by Augustine, a 
colourless epitome of Matthew and Luke. This view became the corner 
stone for the views of the Tubingen scholars, who saw Mark as the bridge 
thrown by later builders across the gulf between the Jewish Matthew and 
the gentile Luke. On other grounds, but no less vehemendy, the keen and 
gifted Strauss, even as the smoke of the batde he had so successfully waged 
against the rationalists was clearing, continued to level his heaviest, at 
least his noisiest, guns against the “lions of St. Mark.” But his guns fell 
short. By the end of the past century it had become perfeedy clear that 
no explanation was adequate which denied that Mark was anterior to 
Matthew and Luke. This does not mean that there were not sources of 
material, probably in written form, from which Mark drew; but simply 
that of our three gospels Mark is the oldest and that upon it Matthew and 
Luke depended for a large part of their material. The many grounds for 
this conclusion need not be repeated here in detail. Many of them have 
already been considered in the preceding chapters, since it was quite im- 
possible to discuss Matthew and Luke without indicating their Markan 
base. In the last analysis the whole matter boils down to one question: If 
Mark is the epitome of Matthew and Luke, why did he write at all, since 
there is nothing of any consequence in his gospel not found in either the 
one or the other? Mark’s brevity is not due to boiling Matthew and Luke 
down — ^regularly his narratives are the longer and more detailed—but to 
the almost entire absence of discourse material. Again, the alterations in 
style or phraseology regularly show Mark’s the more vivid and the rougher. 
Frequently a crabbed expression in Mark is resolved by Matthew and Luke 
in different ways, but in both more smoothly and felicitously. To conceive 
of Mark reversing the process and achieving a result which nevertheless 
would explain both the other variants is quite impossible. Or again, in 
Mark 1 132 we find the statement, “And at even, when the sun did set,” as 
the prelude to the account of the healings. In Matthew’s account of the 
incident (8:16) we find the former of these phrases, in Luke’s (4*^0) the 
latter. It is easy to see why the subsequent writers preferred the single 
unredundant statements; but to conceive of Mark’s construction of the 
narrative by prefixing the two equivalent phrases— one from Matthew, 
the other from Luke— is as difficult as it is to see both Matthew and Luke 
independently chancing to start the narrative with similar notes of the 
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time of day. Furthermore, in the same sections the other verbal resemblances 
in which now Matthew, now Luke, agrees with Mark should not be over- 
looked. Or in the story of Joseph of Arimathea’s part in the burial of 
Jesus the Markan account is obviously the original.® The additional details 
in the other two are obviously simple elaboration. Thus Matthew infers that 
he was rich, for had not Mark told of his owning a tomb and of his pur- 
chase of burial materials? That he was also a disciple of Jesus’ he felt im- 
plied in Mark’s “who also himself was looking for the kingdom of God.” 
Similarly Mark’s reference to his being a councillor and of honourable 
estate leads Luke to infer that of course he “had not consented to their 
counsel and deed.” To have culled from Matthew and Luke, and from this 
material to have produced the natural and effective outline, constantly to 
have achieved a rougher, more primitive, and more unfinished style, but at 
the same time with more graphic and telling effect, would demand a 
literary miracle which would be simply incredible. The reverse of the process^ 
however, is both simple and natural. 

While considerations of this character gradually led scholars to the recog- 
nition of the priority of Mark, it was long argued that the Mark which 
Matthew and Luke employed was different— to what extent scholars were 
not agreed — ^from our present Mark. This, in a word, was the theory of an 
earlier form of Mark— the so-called Urmarcus or proto-Mark— which, while 
occasionally cropping up today, has been given up by the great majority of 
students. The principal justification for this view was die phenomenon 
which is confessedly the most baffling and probably the crux of the whole 
problem of the relationship of our gospels, namely, the fact that frequendy 
Matthew and Luke in passages for which they are dependent upon Mark 
none the less agree in minor details as against Mark. Of course, the obvious 
explanation might seem: Their copy (or copies) of Mark differed from 
ours and contained these touches. But when those passages are examined, 
the unsatisfactory nature of that hypothesis is apparent. By no means in- 
frequendy these minor agreements exhibit a tone and outlook distinedy 
not primitive but more sophisticated. This is to my mind die most 
decisive objection to the whole hypothesis. On this assumption the earlier 
edition of Mark contained frequendy a later flavour than the one which 
subsequendy supplanted it. On a later page we shall have to consider other 
more probable explanations of these minor agreements. For the moment 
the point of significance is that it was essentially our Mark^ from which 
Matthew and Luke drew nearly their entire narrative matter, approximately 
half their whole content. This material is commonly styled the “triple 
tradition,” the matter common to all three. Mark was the source for it, 

•Mark 15:43-47 = Matt, 27:57-61 = Luke 23:50-56. 

• The word “essentially” is employed because the text of Mark, as of the other gospels, may 
well have undergone certain corruptions due to errors in copying, both accidental and inten- 
tional. 
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and the only guarantee of its historical accuracy. That Matthew and Luke 
subsequendy repeat it by no means gives it the threefold attestation so 
often enthusiasdcally supposed. 

In addition to the material which occurs in all three Synoptists (or in 
Mark and either Matthew or Luke) there are numerous passages where 
Matthew and Luke agree but where Mark is wanting. And not infrequendy 
in these passages, styled conveniently the “double tradition,” the verbal 
agreements are very striking. Thus, to take but one example, the scalding 
word of John the Baptist, save for three trifling variations, is reported in 
identical words by Matthew 3:7-10 and Luke 3:7-9. How are these agree- 
ments to be explained? The explanation in favour with the great majority 
of scholars today is a second source from which both Matthew and Luke 
independently drew, and which is ordinarily styled Q. Many attempts have 
been made to reconstruct this hypothetical source by gathering all the non- 
Markan passages which occur in both Matthew and Luke. Since all save 
two of these passages are in the form of discourse, it has become the habit 
to speak of Q as “the discourse source,” and then to- find an external 
guarantee for it in the oft-cited word of Papias: “Matthew collected the 
logia (oracles) in the Hebrew language, and each interpreted them as best 
he could.” Thus the terms “the logia,” or “the Matthaean logia,” or “the 
logia referred to by Papias,” or Q were treated as parallel titles for the same 
source, and quite unwarranted conclusions were drawn. This was very 
unfortunate. As stated in Chapter 40, there is a very high probability that 
Papias is not referring by these words to anything save our canonical 
Matthew. To press “logia” to refer to a catena of Jesus* sayings is utterly 
unwarranted, for the Greek word can equally well refer to narrative stories 
or to a connected account embracing both narrative and discourse. For 
scholars to continue to use the term logia in reference to the purely hy- 
pothetical Q is in every way deplorable and cannot fail to lead to con- 
fusion and misstatement. That Matthew and Luke independendy used a 
second source and from it drew material which was in the main-— but not 
exclusively — blinked to sayings of Jesus is conceivable, but it should be kept 
clearly in mind that this is simply a deduedon drawn from the nature 
of Matthew and Luke. There is absolutely no reference to this hypothedcal 
source in Papias or any other writer anterior to the nineteenth century. In 
the language of Harnack, one of the many scholars to try his hand at re- 
construedng its contents, “it found its grave in Matthew and Luke.” We 
know that Matthew and Luke used Mark because we have Mark; the 
situadon is utterly different in the case of Q, and all attempts to gauge 
its exact content — ^whether it was simply a catena of sayings, or whether 
the presence of the two narradves (the Temptation story^® and the Healing 
4:1-11= Luke 4:1-13. 
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of the Servant of the Centurion in Capernaum^^) plus some material re- 
garding John the Baptist suggest that it was in some sense a gospel or at 
least was provided with a modicum of narrative to hold the sayings to- 
gether — and to debate with regard to the comparative fidelity of Matthew 
and Luke in the tise of it appear to me precarious if not actually futile. 

The very existence of this hypothetical source depends solely on the as- 
sumption of the independence of Matthew and Luke. If either used the 
other, there is no need to postulate a Q to explain the so-called “double 
tradition.” The great majority of scholars consider the two junior Synoptists 
independent, and support the contention by various arguments. To me the 
evidence adduced is far from convincing. It may be frankly conceded that 
there are very real differences. The birth stories are quite irreconcilable; 
most of the parables found in the one are absent from the other. There 
are many contradictions and omissions. If Matthew and Luke be considered 
editors whose function was to preserve for posterity all the material avail- 
able to them, these arguments would be of weight; but if, as has been 
argued in the preceding chapters, they were authors who approached their 
task with definite purposes and objects, much of the weight of this oft- 
repeated argument vanishes. To us the content of each of the gospels has 
b^me so precious that we naturally find it hard to conceive that an 
author could have omitted it had he known it. But the use of Mark by 
both Matthew and Luke reveals that it was by no means sacrosanct to 
them. Although Luke had Mark’s story of the Passion before him, he was 
none the less quite ready to rewrite it so drastically that many scholars find 
it necessary to assume a different source for his version. Accordingly, it 
appears to me that a frank recognition of the faa that both of these writers 
were authors in the truest sense of the word— but authors who lived in the 
first century, not the twentieth — deprives the argument that each must 
have worked independent of the other, because of their omissions and sub- 
stitutions, of most of its force, and enables us to see the matter of thdr 
so-called agreements in a different light. In the Markan story of the Cure 
of the Leper^ there are several minor agreements between Matthew and 
Luke as against Mark. All but two of them— the addition of **lord” and 
“behold” — ^are amply to remove disagreeable elements— Jesus^ unexplained 
anger— or to improve the style. The use of “lord” and “behold,” as reference 
to a concordance will reveal, is characteristic of both of these authors, not of 
thdr sources. Hence it is quite unwarranted to use such material as evi- 
dence that Matthew and Liike were employing an earlier version of Mark 
which had these touches, for the significant point is that the touches are 
not primitive. A few other examples may be mentioned. To the word of 
reproof uttered by Jesus, “O faithless generation” (Mark 9:19), both Mat- 

“Matt 8:5-13 = Luke 7:1-10 + i3a8-30. 

“Mark 1^0-45:= Matt. 8:1-4 — Luke 5:i2-id. 
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thew and Luke add “and perverse,” and to the command of Jesus, “bring 
him to me,” add “hither.” Similarly in the story of Judas’ defection they 
agree in a slight variation, “he sought opportunity instead of jMark’s 

“he sought how he might conveniently . . (Mark 14*^1). In the story 
of the mockery and insults suffered by Jesus they agree in adding “Who 
is he that struck thee?” to Mark’s simple “Prophesy” (Mark 14:65). Or 
again, both agree that the appearance of the angel (s) was “lightning-like,”^® 
although this agreement is obscured in the English translation. In and of 
themselves these points are of trifling importance. But to the student they 
cannot be overlooked, for they evidence some sort of contact between 
Matthew and Luke, either at the time of composition or at least prior to 
our earliest manuscripts. Today it is frequently argued that Mark used Q, 
or rather the source of which Q is a part, and that thus the minor agree- 
ments between Matthew and Luke in a Markan section are to be explained 
as cases where Matthew and Luke preferred the Q form to that of Mark. 
The view is conceivable — ^although it appears to me utterly improbable — 
but is far from proved. For convincing proof of the dependence of Mark 
it would be necessary to have frequent instances where all three evangel- 
ists preserve the same incident and where Matthew and Luke agree against 
Mark in so striking a manner that the possibility of accidental coincidence 
or textual harmonization is ruled out, and where this agreement of 
Matthew and Luke shows conclusively a more primitive form— else all we 
could say would be that Mark and Q occasionally overlapped. This evidence 
I cannot discover. Hence the assumption appears to me sheer surmise and 
incapable of proof. Even on the hypothesis that there were a Q, it would 
appear to me that its version of the threefold temptation, replete with apt 
scriptural citation^ offers little presumptive evidence that it is prior to 
Mark’s brief and sober account. Nor docs this other narrative section, the 
Healing of the Centurion’s Servant, with its account of the magical cure 
at a distance, evidence a primitive flavour. 

But I find myself more and more skeptical not about the age of Q but 
of its very existence, and am inclined to feel that it is an unnecessary and 
unwarranted assumption serving to account for material common to 
Matthew and Luke which can be more satisfactorily explained on the 
hypothesis that one of them used the other. And it appears to me highly 
probable that Luke was the one who did the borrowing. To be sure, the 
reference in his preface to the many who had “taken in hand to draw up 
a narrative” does not demand that our Matthew was one of them. On the 
other hand, it is not unlikely. But there arc distinct touches which appear 
to me to suggest that Luke’s is the later production. It is easy to sec how 
the despairing cry of Jesus on the cross, which Matthew preserves from 
Mark, ^ould have been supplanted or at least supplemented by the word, 

“Matt. 28:3 — 24^• 
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“Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit” (Luke 23:46), but the 
cancellation of this word of quiet dignity would be surprising. The legendary 
expansion of the story of the two dying thieves or the story of the twelve- 
yearold Jesus in the temple might not have appealed to Matthew, but I 
find it impossible to believe that had he read Luke he could have failed 
to have been impressed by the Lucan interpretation of Jesus as the “suf- 
fering servant ” With his eagerness to present prophetic indication of the 
coining Messiah, that would have been a pearl of price. Matthew’s silence 
upon this point appears to me highly important and to incline the balance 
distinedy in favour of his priority. 

After removing the “triple tradition” from Matthew and Luke as coming 
from Mark and the “double tradition” as due to Luke’s use of Matthew, 
or, as the majority of scholars would say, from Q, there remains a con- 
siderable residue in Matthew and Luke. While parts of this material can 
safely be classed as legendary, in some cases probably haggadic expansions 
of the earlier narrative made by the evangelists themselves, that accounts 
for but a part of the special material. There seems no good reason to doubt 
that both Matthew and Luke had special sources of information from which 
they drew. The nature of these sources, however, is by no means clear. 
Recently there has been a tendency on the part of critics to see evidence 
that each writer had written sources— pre-gospels, as it were. Thus Streeter, 
in his highly important volume. The Tour Gospels, discovers a Jerusalem 
source, M, which Matthew employed and a Cxsarean source, L, employed 
by Luke. This M source has not secured many champions, and has little 
to commend it, but several competent scholars are agreed that Luke did 
make use of a connected source which at times, as in the Passion narrative, 
he preferred to Mark. But, after all, the whole matter of L depends on the 
question as to the extent to which Lucan differences can be explained as 
the work of Luke himself- It appears to me that the sole value of L is 
that it gives relief to puzzled interpreters of Luke who cannot bring 
themselves to allow Luke to make (or make up) history, but find it 
necessary to postulate another source for him to draw upon. Accordingly, 
it appears to me that the present fondness for multiple sources— scholars in 
the University of Chicago have discovered many such— is simply but one 
more consequence of the mistaken emphasis upon editors. The researches 
of these scholars have been of profound value^not so much for their 
results but for the incidental light they have thrown on the larger prob- 
lem— but it would appear to me probable that in the coming years both 
Matthew and Luke will be obliged to accept responsibility for forsaking 
Mark when they each thought they could pen better stories. Furthermore, 
just as considerable material which was formerly marked “Matthew 
special” or “Luke special” may not unreasonably be considered the evan- 
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gelists' own revamping or rewriting of Markan matter, so I am inclined 
to feel that a fresh study of the special material of Luke in the light of its 
being a possible adaptation of Matthew would not be wasted. Thus, for 
example, it might well be considered if Luke’s parable of the Prodigal Son 
is not actually his own revision of the parable of the Two Sons, as recorded 
by Matthew (21:28-32). Or again, I find it quite unnecessary to see in 
Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount the conflate of two sermons — one from Q 
and substantially preserved in that form by Luke, the other from M. On 
the contrary, the arrangement of material is so distinctly Matthaean that 
it is far easier to allow him entire responsibility for its form and to see 
Luke’s Sermon on the Plain his own revision of Matthew’s combination, 
in which he preserved the skeleton — ^beatitudes at the beginning, the parable 
of the Two Houses at the end — but preferred to arrange much of the 
material elsewhere. On the other hand, it may well be that occasionally he 
may preserve material parallel to that of Matthew in a different form which 
he preferred. All Christian tradition was not restricted to sources as we so 
easily imagine. Knowledge of the Lord’s Prayer was available to Christians 
who had never read either Matthew or Luke. That some of this floating 
material had come to assume definite written form before Mark on the 
one hand or Matthew and Luke on the other is possible, but I see litde 
evidence for it. We may well consider Matthew and Luke masterpieces, 
and without exaggeration; yet despite the fact that the church soon con- 
sidered them distinctly superior to Mark, Mark was none the less preserved 
and included in the canon. It is hard to conceive the disappearance of 
earlier writings without even so much as a trace of their presence left behind 
them. Behind not only Matthew and Luke but Mark there were sources 
of knowledge available, but their complete disappearance suggests that they 
were in no very permanent form. To what extent we can ever hope to 
reconstruct them appears highly questionable. Form criticism is the most 
recent endeavour to pierce the mists behind our first gospel — ^and inci- 
dentally of the other two. This study is still in its infancy. In spite of its 
staggering nomenclature, bristling with paradigms or apothegms, miracle 
stories and Novellefiy and the insistence that the form was originally more 
important than the content, it has already cast a deal of light upon the 
Christian message before it became solidified into gospels. Their stress that 
the first traditions of the early church would scarcely have been in wiitten 
form nor in the form of connected narrative, but rather would have ex- 
isted as vivid memories, scattered sayings, separate stories, free to develop 
and to change as they were used over and over by the early missionary 
preachers; that in the course of these pre-literary years these materials often 
took on quite new aspects; that older stories originally not told of Jesus 
at all gradually came to occupy an tionourcd place — all this is far from 
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improbable. It would appear to me not unlikely that not only was it 
from these mines that !Niark drew much of his ore, but that they were 
still being worked when Matthew and Luke girded themselves for their 
task, and that they provided these later workmen with much so-called 
“unique material.” 



Chapter XUV 

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO JOHN 


While Matthew, Mark, and Luke stand so close together, despite their many 
differences, that the thoughtful reader, even without any technical knowl- 
edge of Synoptic criticism, is struck by their similarity of expression and 
choice of material, the Gospel of John, or as many writers prefer to call it, 
the Fourth Gospel, is widely different. More than ninety per cent o£ its 
material falls outside the Synoptist tradition. This one fact alone makes it 
valueless to attempt a “harmony” of the four gospels. In former years such 
were made, but they are not worth the paper they are printed on, unless the 
few Johannine parallels or reminiscences be subordinated to footnotes or 
appendix. The attempt to weave all four together is utterly perverse and 
cannot fail to result in complete confusion. 

Nor is this recognition of the essential dissimilarity of the Synoptists and 
John any new discovery. The fathers recognized it as clearly as do we, and 
sought to explain the obvious fact. Clement of Alexandria {ca. 200 a J).) gave 
the classic answer: 

But that John, last of all, aware that the bodily {tjc., external) facts had been 
revealed in the gospels [he has just spoken of Matthew, Luke, and Mark], was 
urged on by his acquaintances, and, under the inspiration of the Spirit, wrought 
a spiritual gospel.^ 

To this day the differences continue to be explained. 

Who the author was will probably always remain veiled in mists. One 
thing, however, may be said of him with confidence: he was a profoundly 
religious man. He had had a real communion with the Christ about whom 
he wrote, and, though the portrait he painted differs radically from those of 
his fellow artists, he believed this Christ to be the Jesus of history. Allegory 
and theology abound in the book; none the less, the resultant gospel is not 
intended to be an allegory. Although he wrote many years after the events, 
and in all probability had never seen with the eyes of the flesh the one he 
described, he knew that he had had direct fellowship with this Jesus who 
by his life had become the deathless, changeless possession of the church. 
If Paul stressed the point that his gospel was not from men, but was a direct 
revelation from God, so our author was convinced that in the deeper, more 
abiding facts of this life of lives he had direct and first-hand information. 
He had himself communed with Christ and testified to the things he had 

* Quoted from the Hypotyposes by Eusdwus, Hist, Bed, vi,i4,7* 
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himself seen and heard. He describes the one whom the church has come to 
regard as the saviour of the world {4:42) not merely as he was within the 
narrow limits of his life on earth, but as he is for ever to those who have 
known and loved him. If we fail to keep this emphasis to the fore, we shall 
fail completely to understand either the gospel or its author. 

The Fourth Gospel, although totally unlike Mark in outward form, yet 
shares with it a definite theological interest and purpose. And this purpose 
is distinctly not to provide a biography of Jesus or to supplement the ac- 
counts already written which he apparently knew and to a degree used; 
it is to demonstrate something about Jesus, namely, his supernatural char- 
acter, In the opening word the note is struck: Jesus is the Logos, the pre- 
existent Son of God. Everything in the gospel tends to make the truth of 
this proposition obvious. Jesus is of course conscious of his true nature from 
the outset. All about him, friends and enemies alike, recognize it. John the 
Baptist is made explicitly to refuse the tide, Christ, precisely for the purpose 
of making it the clearer that there is one whose claim to that tide is above 
dispute.^ The miracles are frankly and avowedly signs — stupendous, mar- 
velous manifestations of power intended to compel this belief. The theory 
of Mark that Jesus deliberately sought to hide his power from the outside 
world, and constandy bade those upon whom cures had been wrought, “Tell 
it to no man,” is completely reversed in John. Rather, Jesus always performs 
his miracles at the precise moment when their effect will be the greatest. 
Finally Thomas, who had been represented as the type of man naturally 
<:autious and skepdcal, unwilling to believe save in the light of the clearest 
proof, is forced by the sheer magnitude of the evidence to acknowledge it — 
“My Lord and my God” (20:28). To this confession — a confession not alone 
of Thomas, but of the many Thomases of the author’s own day — ^Jesus 
responds: “Because thou hast seen me, hast thou believed.? blessed are they 
that have not seen, and yet have believed” (20:29). This climactic note is the 
logical place for the gospel to close, and it does® with the word: 

Many other signs therefore did Jesus in the presence of his disciples, which arc 
not written in this book: but these are written, that ye may believe that Jesus is the 
Christ, the Son of God; and that believing ye may have life in his name^ 

The genuine contrasts with the Synoptists are many and significant. 
Perhaps the most striking is the totally different order of events. In the 
Synoptists Jesus’ ministry is confined to Galilee. Apart from a few obscure 
references which probably can be explained there is no trace of any visit to 
Jerusalem during the nadnistry until the final tragic journey which ended in 
his death. The length of the ministry appears also to have been brief—at 
least they indicate nothing to lead the reader to assume that it was more 

*John 3:28; cf. 1:19-23. 

* For the evidence that chapter 21 is a late appendix by another writer see below, pp. 448 £. 

*20:30 £. 
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than a few months. In the Fourth Gospel all is changed. The scene has been 
shifted from Galilee to Jerusalem and its environs in Judea. From Jerusalem 
there are a few brief excursions up into Galilee,® but regularly concluded 
with a return to Jerusalem to this feast or that. Indeed, Jesus’ word about a 
prophet having no honour in his own country and the implied favour of the 
Galileans (4*44 h) might even suggest that Judea, not Galilee, was his patris. 
Against this, however, is the query of Nathanael (146) and the repeated 
reference to Jesus of Nazareth.® Again, his family appears at home, or at 
least with him, in Galilee.*^ The mention of at least three, perhaps four, 
Passovers suggest that the ministry was of two or three years’ duration. 

Then again the events are quite different. Stories as of the Feeding of the 
Five Thousand and of the Walking on the Sea occur; an occasional word 
of Jesus, as that about the ubiquitous poor,® appears quite as in the Synop- 
tists. But these are very few in comparison with the bulk of the materi^. 
There is no story of the baptism. The author is familiar with the account, but 
is obliged to recast it entirely. He is pointed out at once as the Messiah by 
the Baptist. A few follow him. Then he goes to Galilee and performs a 
miracle at Cana. From here he returns to Jerusalem to a Passover and 
cleanses the temple. By shifting the time of this event — ^in the Synoptists it 
is at the close of the ministry and precipitates the tragedy— John is obliged 
to find another event which serves as the immediate occasion of the end, 
namely, the Raising of Lazarus (1145-57). Then follow the episode with 
Nicodemus and the interview with the woman in Samaria. Returning from 
Galilee, he heals the impotent man at the pool of Bethesda. After another 
trip to Galilee he returns to Jerusalem, this time to attend the Feast of 
Tabernacles. The man born blind is healed. After the Feast of Dedication 
he goes across the Jordan, whence he returns to perform his stupendous 
miracle, the Raising of Lazarus. All of these incidents are quite unnoticed 
in the other gospels. Following his raising of Lazarus he remains in Jeru- 
salem until his death. The older harmonists sought to work these episodes 
into the other strain. John was used as the framework, and between these 
various feast journeys they attempted to sandwich in the Galilean material, 
practically absent in John. But this attempt was futile. The two cannot be 
harmonized. One is a Jerusalem ministry, the other a Galilean. 

Again there are very marked differences in the representation of Jesus in 
the two strains, although these differences have been unnecessarily exag- 
gerated. All three Synoptists represent Jesus as coming to John the Baptist 
and being baptized by him. Matthew feels a difl&culty in Mark’s probably 
unintentionally crisp account of this event and seeks to soften it by his dia- 

"John 4:43-5:1; 6:1-7:14. 

•John 18:5,7; 19:19; <£ also 7 : 4 i> 53 * 

’John 2:1; 7:3. 

“John 12:8 = Mark 14:7 = Matt. 26:11. 
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logue between Jesus and John. None the less, at Jesus’ bidding John baptizes 
him. At this moment Jesus realizes his call (Mark). In John it is quite dif- 
ferent. In the prologue Jesus is identified with the preexistent Logos. It is 
quite unthinkable that such an one could be baptized. John is introduced sim- 
ply to bear witness that the Christ is coining. This he does before he even sees 
Jesus. Jesus passes by. Instantly John proclaims that Jesus is the Christ. The 
Synoptist imagery of the descending dove and the voice from heaven are 
preserved. But their function is simply to warn John that the expected one has 
appeared. In obedience to the sign from heaven John makes public pro- 
nouncement This, of course, leaves no place for the later query of the Baptist, 
“Art thou he that cometh, or look we for another.?”® On the next day — ^the 
phrase, “on the morrow,” is as characteristic of John as is “straightway” for 
Mark — two of John’s disciples recognize him as the Lamb of God and follow 
him. Thus from the very beginning his position is recognized. How different 
the Synoptists, Mark carries the theory forward without contradiction: Jesus 
knew his destiny, but hid it from all. Gradually his disciples came to catch a 
glimmer of it at Csesarea Philippi. Matthew and Luke follow Mark in part. 
They too record Peter’s confession, but by no means agree with Mark’s theory 
of the Messianic secret. Thus they arc involved in some difficulties which they 
never seek to remove. In John, on the contrary, all is known from the first. 
There is no place for Peter’s confession. The incident, however, is known to 
John, and he revamps it completely. Thus following the falling away of the 
crowd, Jesus inquires, “Would ye also go away.?” and Peter replies, “Lord, 
to whom shall we go? thou hast the words of eternal life. And we have be- 
lieved and known that thou art the Holy One of God.”^® In this account 
there is no progresrion; no start in hope for Jesus; no gradual recognition that 
“narrow is the gate and straitened the way, that leadeth into life, and few are 
they that find it”; no expectation of winning the Pharisees and the nation at 
large. From the beginning he knows how it will end. At the very first a sharp 
line is drawn between believers, enemies, and waverers. His enemies arc as 
hot against him at the first as at the end, but they cannot lay hold of him 
because his hour is not yet come. Their attempts to arrest him their 

plots to kill him miscarry.^ Jesus is protected by a miraculous power that 
keeps him safe until the hour comes. Thus when his enemies seek to stone 
him it is said, “But Jesus hid himself and went out of the temple” (8:59). 
This is surdy not to be understood that he skulked away. Rather he miracu- 
lously disappears: his hour had not yet come. Thus the early Cleansing of the 
Temple provides no problem for the author. 

The picture of Jesus is that of a figure quite distinct from all around him. 

*Matt. iirz-6; d luke 7:18-23. 

**jfbhn 6:66-71. 

“Jofm 7:30,32,44; 8:20; 10:39; cl 12:36. 

“John 5:16-18; 7:25; 8:59; 10:31. 
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The “Jews” are his enemies; this tenn, constantly on the lips of the author,^" 
is always a reproach and with no suggestion that Jesus himself was a Jcw.^^ 
At the very beginning it is announced: “He came unto his own, and they 
that were his own received him not” So he speaks of “your” law 

(8:17; 10:34); he can even say: “But this cometh to pass, that the word may 
be fulfilled that is written in their law. They hated me without a cause” 
(15^x5). He is in the world, but is not of the world. Even to his disciples he 
never speaks of “Our Father”; it is always “My Father” or “Your Father.” 
To Mary Magdalene he can say, “Go unto my brethren, and say to them, I 
ascend unto my Father and your Father, and my God and your God*’ (20:17). 

So it is with the miracles. As has been remarked, the author aptly designates 
them as signs intended to compel beliet The kind-hearted teacher — ^whom at 
least modern ingenuity has discovered in the Synoptists— who walks about 
the Galilean hills and lays his hand in sympathy upon the sick and distressed 
because his Saviour heart was stirred by their suffering, has vanished. Instead 
there walks about a majestic and almost aloof figure whose miracles are tre- 
mendous signs, not called forth by any sympathy for the afflicted, but pre- 
dsely to show his tremendous power. Thus it is to be noted that Jesus never 
takes advice from those about him. Even if he later does precisely what he is 
advised to do, he is yet made to do it in such a way that it is evident he is 
doing it solely on his own initiative. Examples of this may be seen in his 
rejoinder to his mother at Cana (2^) or in his attitude at learning of the 
sickness of Lazarus (iz:6). The most striking is his attitude toward his 
brothers’ advice: They mge him to go to the feast; he replies, “Go ye up unto 
the feast: I go not up unto this feast.” Then after their departure he went up 
aiso.^ 

When word comes that Lazarus is ack, instead of hastening to his friend, 
he waits, lets him die, waits again until he is three days dead, then comes 
and raises him. The author’s reason for this delay is transparent. The Jewish 
view about death is revealed in one of the Midrashim:^* 

Bar Qaf^paia taught: The entire intenaty of the mouming is reserved for the 
third day. Three days long the soul hovers about the grave. It thinks that it will 
return (into the body). 'When, however, it sees that the cdour (appearance) of 
its face has changed, hen it departs and leaves it. 

Thus Martha is made to say, “Lord, by this time the body decayeth; for he 
hath been dead four days.”^^ No reader may object tfoit the raising of 
Lazarus was that of a man who had not actually died. To the gratuitous 

is employed seventy times in John as against five in Matthew, fix in Maih, and five in 

Luke. 
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remark, often made, that the word, “Jesus wept’* (11:35), suggests Jesus’ 
sympathy for Lazarus, it need only be remarked that the author reveals 
quite the contrary by his explicit rejoinder: “The Jews therefore said, Behold 
how he loved him!” No clearer evidence could be desired. The Jews invariably 
misunderstood and misinterpreted every word and deed of Jesus. His tears 
are not of sorrow, but of anger: These Jews in their unbelief have dared to 
weep for the dead in the presence of him, the Lord of life. The whole point 
to the story is given in Jesus’ words : 

I am the resurrection and the life: he that believeth on me, though he die, yet 
shall he live; and whosoever liveth and believeth on me shall never die.^® 

By their tears the Jews have shown their unbelief. Thus Lazarus is raised, 
not out of love for Lazarus, but as Jesus is made expressly to say, “that they 
may believe that thou didst send me” (11:41-43). The whole scene is one of 
slow and impressive dignity. The same may be said of the curiously artificial 
story of the miracle at Cana.^® The emphasis upon Jesus’ aloofness and the 
lavish display— 150 gallons of wine when the feast was drawing to a close! — 
but express the author’s confidence that the old system was being supplanted 
by the new at the touch of Jesus. 

The miracles are few in number— only nine in all— but tremendous in 
nature. The impotent man at Bethesda had been ill thirty-eight years 
again and again it is emphasized in the case of the blind man that he had 
been born blind.^^ When Jesus walks on the water, he either walks across 
the whole lake or else, more probably, the author means that by miraculous 
power the boat was propelled instantaneously to the other shore : “They were 
willing therefore to receive him into the boat: and straightway the boat was 
at the land wherein they were going” (6:21). The son of the nobleman was 
sick in Capernaum. Jesus was in Cana. A spoken word was sufScient, and 
the child lived.^^ It is unnecessary longer to dwell on this phase of the por- 
trait. Suffice it to say that in this gallery of signs one looks in vain for such 
an incident as that told by Luke, “And when the Lord saw her, he had 
compassion on her, and said unto her, Weep not.”^ 

It is by no means against his will that he dies. There is no Gethsemane 
incident, no agony of prayer that the cup pass from him. The author knows 
the story of a period of agony just prior to the crucifixion, but for various 
reasons finds it impossible in his account. The fact that it is just after the 

“John 

“John 2:1-1 1, Note (1) the mother’s confidence, although it is later stated that this was the 
first miracle performed by Jesus; while in Mark 3:21 it is implied that his mother had no lively 
confidence; (2) the unfilial word of Jesus; (3) the presumption of the visiting woman in giving 
orders to the servants; (4) their obedience to her. 
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high-priestly prayer, which ends in the lyric burst o£ serene confidence, that 
Jesus is arrested would make such an episode as that in Gethsemane’s garden 
unthinkable. For it, directly after the all-important Coming of the Greeks — 
emblematic of the success of the gentile mission — and the portentous, “The 
hour is come, that the son of man should be glorified,” he substitutes the 
words, “Now is my soul troubled; and what shall I say? Father, save me 
from this hour? But “precisely”] for this cause came I unto this hour. 
Father, glorify thy name The analogy of the prayer at the grave of 
Lazarus (11:41 f.), already commented upon, indicates the author’s meaning. 
The emotion of Jesus had been for this cause, i.e„ to direct this prayer to God 
and that God might answer it by a voice from heaven, which, Jesus goes on 
to say, “hath not come for my sake, but for your sakes.” That is, the prayer 
reveals Jesus’ union with God; the emotional outburst is simply the necessary 
prelude to the prayer. 

Instead of a rabble sent hastily with swords and staves a whole cohort 
(two hundred men!) come out. When they approach him, they are miracu- 
lously felled to the ground by his word, “I am he.” Surely we can hear our 
author whispering: “It was not against his will that he was taken.” At the 
examination before Pilate Jesus is not silent, but makes his proclamation of 
power. To Pilate’s question, “Art thou a king then?” Jesus replies, “Thou 
sayest that I am a king. To this end have I been born, and to this end am I 
come into the world, that I should bear witness unto the truth.”^® Again in 
emphasis that his death was voluntary, to Pilate’s querulous question, 
“Speakest thou not unto me? knowest thou not that I have power to release 
thee, and have power to crucify thee?” Jesus makes dignified response: 
“Thou wouldest have no power against me, except it were given thee from 
above” (19:10 f.). The dying cry, “My God, my God, why hast thou for- 
saken me?” was qualified by Luke. From John it is entirely absent. In its 
stead is the sublime word, “It is finished” (19:30). 

The essential dissimilarity between the portraits of Jesus in the Synoptists 
and that in John is perhaps most clearly revealed in his discourses. The 
effective and apt parables so prominent in the former are totally absent in 
the Fourth Gospel. In their place are long colourless allegories and cryptic 
statements frankly intended to puzzle his listeners. The evangelist is ob- 
viously using this means to reveal the essential difference between Jesus and 
those about him. Thus everything he says is misunderstood, not alone by 
the Jews, but even by his disciples, and the reader \notus that they misunder-^ 
stood him. Thus in the interview with the Samaritan woman Jesus speaks 
of the water he could give, of which, if one drank, he would never thirst 
again. The reader knows that he is speaking of something quite different 
from physical water, and knows it before Ae evangelist explains, but the 

** John 12:27, reminisce&t of Psalm 6:3. 

*John 18:33-38. 
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woman does Or, in the same story, the disciples return and ask Jesus 
if he is not hungry. He replies, “I have meat to eat that ye know not.” The 
reader knows that he is referring to something far different from physical 
food. The disciples, on the contrary, naively ask: “Hath any man brought 
him aught to eat?”“^ This motif extends through the gospel for the sole pur- 
pose of exalting Jesus. The questioners ask the most obvious and artificial 
questions, simply for the purpose of providing Jesus with an opportunity to 
speak. The whole structure of both speeches and settings is artificial. When 
docs Jesus end and the evangelist begin For example, in the interview with 
Nicodemus, the ruler of the Jews is off the stage in an instant, and Jesus is 
left discoursing about the one great subject in the gospel — himself. But is it 
Jesus speaking for the benefit of Nicodemus, or is it the evangelist addressing 
his own readers.? Surely such a word as “Verily, Verily I say unto thee, We 
speak that which t 4 /e know, and bear wimess of that which we have seen; 
and ye receive not our witness” (3:11) inclines one to the latter view. So 
also Jesus is made to say to Nicodemus, “Marvel not that I say unto /Aee, ye 
must be born anew” (3:7). The whole tone is of theological speculation; the 
pithy conomon sense ^at characterizes so many of the parables and other 
sayings of the Synoptists is gone. Jesus never speaks to help his hearers to 
solve the riddle of life, but always to reveal his own omniscience or to dis- 
cuss the central point, his own nature. While in the Synoptists he regularly 
speaks of the kingdom of God, in John the emphasis is not on the kingdom 
at all — only twice is the phrase used, and then quite incidentally (3:3>5) — 
but on himself, the king. 

Thus we surely will not err in regarding these speeches as entirely the 
compositions of the evangelist himself, who uses them to make Jesus speak 
the way he wants him to speak. In a word, they evidence all the charac- 
teristics of the speeches found in ancient writers. The freshness and spon- 
taneity are gone; they are all far removed from any real contaa with the 
actual scenes described. I have alluded to the surprising sameness of the 
several speeches in Acts— be they from the lips of a Peter, a Stephen, or a 
Paul. This quality is even more noticeable in John. The interviews are all 
built from the same blueprint. Some one asks a question. Jesus makes an 
ambiguous reply which the questioner— *but not the reader— misunderstands, 
and which Jesus corrects. This provokes another question. If this indicates 
that the questioner is now on the right track, all is well. Jesus speaks, and as 
he continues the whole stage setting vanishes, the questioner disappears, 
and a long discourse, often istinedy not apposite to the introductory ques- 
tion, follows. Not infrequently there is an almost verbatim sameness to the 
questions. The Samaritan woman beseeches: “Sir, give me this water that 
I thirst not, neither come all the way hither to draw” (4:15); the Galileans 

••John 4:10-15. 
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make the identical request: “Lord, evermore give us this bread” (6:34). 
Often the answer does not answer the question. Thus Peter queries: “Lord, 
to whom shall we go? thou hast the words of eternal life. And we have 
believed and know that thou art the Holy One of God.” Jesus replies, “Did 
I not choose you the twelve, and one of you is a devil.?” (6:68 ff.). I have 
sought in an earlier article”® to show that the excessive fondness for the 
perfect tense (with its emphasis upon the existing result of a past action), 
evidenced by the author of the Fourth Gospel (and of I John), is a clear 
evidence of reflection on the part of the author. What Jesus had said and 
done — to a measure what his contemporaries had said and done to him — 
had been ft-eighted with what for want of a better name can be loosely styled 
“cosmic effect.” The ageless, timeless manifestation of the divine wisdom has 
spoken; his words thus “stand spoken.” 

These many and sharp contrasts and differences between the portraits in 
the Synoptists and the Fourth Gospel cannot be disregarded.^® If Jesus spoke 
as he is reported to have spoken on the Galilean hillside, he did not speak as 
John 14-16 portrays him. If his attitude toward those about him was that 
which Mark suggests, it was not that of John. A person alternately appearing 
now in one garb, now in the other, woidd be psychologically impossible. 
This the alienists recognize, and hence have produced their chromes of the 
mentally sick Galilean, swinging back and forth between megalomania and 
micromania. The absurdity of their result is simply due to their entire ig- 
norance of the literary problem involved in the study of the gospels. Oil 
and water will not mix, although they can be churned together into a sticky 
mess. But oil and water when kept separate are both of the greatest value. 

The Synoptists, as has been argued at length in the foregoing chapters, 
are far from being photographs of Jesus of Nazareth, but, on the contrary, 
bear clear evidence on every page both of studied reflection and of the growth 
of tradition and legend. But even so, there can be little question that their 
portraits are closer to that of the historic Jesus of Nazareth than that of the 
Fourth Gospel, Occasionally John has used their material as the basis of 
some of his stories. There may be genuine traces here and there, although it 
would appear to me hazardous to attempt to localize any of them, so com- 
pletely is the whole the product of the evangelist himself. The writing is 
priceless as an indication of the type of thought early Christianity pro- 
duced, well nigh worthless, however, for the historian who desires to glimpse 
the Jesus of hStory. That in the date of the Last supper the Gospel of John 
preserves the correct date — ^namely, that this meal was not the Passover, 
but held on the evening before — is probable. But this alteration of the tradi- 
tion was not due to a desire for historical accuracy, but solely because it 

•‘‘ITie Perfert Tense in the Fourth Gospel ”— of BilfUcdl Literature, Vol. LV, 1936, 
pp. 121-131. 
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£or me to make more detailed use of It. 



CHRISTIAN BEGINNINGS 


446 

suited his theological purpose to make Jesus — the true Lamb of God, the 
Christian’s everlasting Passover — die just as the paschal lambs were being 
slaughtered. The geographical and chronological touches might at first seem 
to evidence an accurate knowledge on the part of the author. Thus the refer- 
ences to “Bethany beyond the Jordan” (1:28); to “^Enon near to Salim, 
because there was much water there” (3:23); to Jesus walking about in 
“Solomon’s porch” (10:23); to his two-day visit in Samaria (4:4043), to its 
being the “midst of the feast” when Jesus went up to Jerusalem (7:14) — 
these might tempt one to assume familiarity with the events described. But 
they are far from conclusive and prove litde. Any pilgrim to the holy sites 
in Palestine at the beginning of the second century — ^an ancient forerunner 
of the modern Cook’s tour — could easily have acquired such local colour. 
The thrice-repeated statement that Caiphas was “high priest for that year” 
(11:49,51; 18:13) would certainly imply that his knowledge of things Pales- 
tinian was not profound. Nor should it be overlooked that the later incidents 
are referred back to the earlier ones in a purely literary — ^not historical — 
connexion. Thus in 7:21-24, at the Feast of Tabernacles Jesus justifies him- 
self without preamble for the Sabbath healing of the impotent man at 
Bethesda, mentioned in a previous chapter (and hence perfectly familiar to 
the reader). But according to John’s own statement this event had taken 
place more than six months before and in the interim another festival had 
occurred. In 10:26-28, without warning, a discourse about sheep is continued. 
To be sure, it had begun earlier in the same chapter, but in a different locality 
and to different hearers. In 6:15, Jesus is said to have gone up “again into 
the mountain . • . alone,” but in 6:3 he had gone up into the mountain and 
had not come down. The list of these “rough spots” could be easily length- 
ened. None accept the witness of Jesus;®® yet all flock to him.®^ Jesus did 
not come to judge the world,®® yet does precisely that.®® Jesus refers to his 
one work in Jerusalem®^ — ^the Sabbath miracle of chapter 5 — quite ignoring 
his previous signs to Jerusalem.®® He answers his disciples, “All things that 
I heard from my Father I have made known unto you”;®® yet a little further 
on refers to the many things he has yet to say which they cannot bear now.®'^ 
He is surprised that no one asks whither he is going®® despite the fact that 
Thomas had asked precisely that.®® In 14:31 it is said, “Arise, let us go 
hence”; but it is not until 18:1 that they actually go. In the interview with 
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Nicodemus Jesus refers to his ascension as if it had already taken placc.^° 
Of course it had for the one who actually uttered the word. Attempts have 
occasionally been made to remove some of these infelicities by rearranging 
the materi^--chapter 6 before chapter 5; the removal of chapters 15 and 16 
as a later addition, and the view that chapter 17 was spoken while standing 
in the room, thus bringing 14:31 and 18:1 together— and may be studied in 
detail in MofTatt.^^ But these alterations all attempt to give a chronological 
consistency to a writing entirely indifferent to such matters. On the other 
hand, the famous story of the Woman Taken in Adultery (7:53-8:11) is uni- 
versally regarded as a comparatively late interpolation. The textual evidence 
leaves no question. The four earliest uncial manuscripts omit it, as do many 
of the minuscules; such fathers as Origen, Eusebius, Chryostom, Cyril of 
Alexandria, and Theophylact did not read it in their copies of John. Euthym- 
ius {ca. 1100 AJ)-), the first of the Greek expositors to consider the question, 
states, 

It is necessary to observe that the section is either not found in the accurate 
manuscripts or is obelized. From this it appears to be an addition and appendage.**^ 

A whole group of manuscripts — the so-called Ferrar group — ^have it not in 
John but after Luke 21 :38. Other manuscripts and versions place it after John 
7:36 or 7^44, or at the end of the gospeL Furthermore, the style is utterly un- 
like that of the Fourth Gospel. Eusebius says that Papias expounded “a story 
about a woman who was accused before the Lord of many sins, which the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews contains,”^® How this story came to lodge 
in the Western text at this point is one of the many enigmas as yet un- 
answered- 

In concluding this section upon the nature and characteristics of the Fourth 
Gospel it may be repeated that it has a heaviness and artificiality vasdy dif- 
ferent from the Synoptic accounts. The reason why this gospel is so popular 
despite its turgidly, often tiresomcly, repetitious style is pardy due to its sev- 
eral favourite quotations, pardy to the fact that we read it in the light of the 
Synoptists. The simple, unaffected, generous, tender-hearted figure discerned 
in those accounts is read into the statelier, more tremendous, but not in itself 
especially pleasing, figure of the Johannine Christ. What we admire is not 
the Jesus of the Fourth Gospel but the conflate of the two. Should we by a 
miracle lose our Synoptists and all remembrance of them, I believe many 
would find the Gospel of John shorn of much of its former charm. 

When we approach the question of authorship, we find ourselves in a very 
deep fog. The problem fairly brisdes with difficulties, three of which are very 

^John 3:^3. 
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perplexing, (i) Why the Johannine tradition? If the position maintained in 
the preceding pages is correct^ the possibility of an eyewitness is ruled com- 
pletdy out of court. Furthermore, as was argued in a preceding chapter, 
there is a real probability — many scholars would feel it a certainty — that 
John the son of Zebedee was martyred before 70 aj>., and every critic, what- 
ever his views as to the author, agrees that the gospel cannot antedate the year 
100. Furthermore, all of these “Johannine” writings appear to emanate from 
the environs of Ephesus, and yet there seems no valid evidence that John the 
son of Zebedee ever laboured there.^® Why then the persistent tradition 
which runs in the face of all this evidence and claims the son of Zebedee as 
author? (2) Whom docs the author mean by “the beloved disciple,” who is 
frequendy referred to in the gospel in this enigmatic way? (3) What is the 
relation of chapter 21 to the rest of the gospel? That it is an appendix is 
obvious- The main body of the book closes with 20:31. But is the appendix 
an afterthought by the same author — li that is the case, obviously its con- 
cluding verses (21 =24,25) must be by a different hand and in the form of an 
early gloss — or by a different author who felt impelled to add the additional 
material? These problems arc all so interrelated and tangled that any verdia 
about one will of necessity affect the others. It will be convenient to consider 
the last first. 

There arc at least three distinct purposes revealed in this appendix. The 
first is the rehabilitation of Peter (21:1-19, esp. 15-19). This section, which 
would seem to contain the first of a cycle of post-resurrection appearances, is 
brought in very lamely after 20:24 mmt be referred to as the “third” 

appearance.^* Then there is the desire to correct the tradition that Jesus had 
said that the “beloved disciple” would not die before the Parousia. Obviously 
the disciple has died; hence this attempt to show that Jesus* words had been 
misconstrued. Then finally is the wish to stress the authorship of the gospel 
by ascribing it to the “beloved disdple.” Thus 21 =24 is to explain the enigmatic 
19:35, and to make clear that the beloved disciple is the one there referred to; 
21:25 appears a simple expansion of 20:30. 

Deductions from the style and language of the chapter are probably un- 
certain, although the complete absence of the use of the perfect tense is sug- 
gestive. But the incorporation here of a tradition of an appearance in Galilee, 
quite out of harmony with the concluding chapter of the gospel, would ap- 
pear to suggest that it was added by a later hand anxious to harmonize 
gospel with Matthew and Mark. More important is the indication of a 
different view about the Parousia in this appendix from that in the gospel 
proper. In the gospel one of the author’s aims is to provide an answer to the 
doubts aroused by the failure of the Parousia. His word is dear: Jesus has 

"Pp. 369-371. 

*Sce p. 370, 

^Bor the importance of this bit tradition see pp. 170 L 
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already come: his coming was in the form of the Comforter. But in the 
appendix the reference to Jesus* word, “If I will that he tarry till I come/’ 
shows that the author does not share this view. Thus I am definitely inclined 
to feel that the appendix was added by a later hand. Whether, as some 
scholars affirm, he also attempted a revision of the whole gospel, and that 
this accounts for some of the seeming dislocations of material is to me not 
clear. At any rate, the concluding verses of the appendix would appear to 
be by the later hand and to be intended to give information about the au- 
thorship of the gospel. Without this word the whole problem of authorship 
might well have been different, for, although 19:35 could be understood as a 
reference to the beloved disciple — and of course is by the author of the appen- 
dix — ^it is by no means certain that the author of the gospel so intended. 
At most it would appear that he appeals to this figure as ie guarantor of the 
truthfulness of his account. That he is thus referring to himself, that is, is 
designating himself by this term, is far from probable. It is far easier to see 
the word as penned by a disciple of that beloved intimate. It may be, as 
several have supposed, that the author means by the beloved disciple, John the 
son of Zebedee, and is thus indirectly citing him as the ultimate source of 
information. But, on the other hand, that John the son of Zebedee had actually 
been the teacher of this man is by no means an easy assumption. The further 
one delves, the deeper grows the uncertainty. 

Nevertheless, it is quite possible to suggest a plausible explanation of the 
quite incorrect tradition that John, the son of Zebedee, was the author of all 
five of the Johanninc writings. Several consecutive steps may be listed. 
I. Throughout the gospel the beloved disciple is given a place of prominence 
— at the Last supper he leaned upon Jesus’ breast; at the cross he alone was 
faithful and was entrusted with Jesus’ mother, thus actually becoming Jesus’ 
foster brother. As we have seen, 19:35 can be construed so as to refer to this 
figure, while 21 .*24 asserts that he was the author of the book. 2. The simi- 
larities between the gospel and I John are unmistakable and were recognized 
by the early Christians as well as by modern critics. The opening words of 
this epistle can be construed to mean (although it is apparently not what the 
author means) that the author had himself been an eyewitness of Jesus. If 
he was, so was the author of the gospel. 3. The beloved disciple must obvi- 
ously have been one of the most intimate of Jesus’ disciples. Early Christians 
had read the Synoptic gospels and knew the priority given to Peter, James, 
and John. The beloved disciple must have been one of these. But Peter is 
excluded, since he is several times referred to by name in this gospel. It was 
he, for example, who had urged the beloved disciple to question Jesus as to 
the identity of the traitor. Neither James nor John was mentioned by name 
in the gospel. Accordingly, either might be the enigmatic beloved disciple, 
but Acts explicidy refers to the early martyrdom of James at the hands of 
Agrippa. Only John is left. And does not his dose association with Peter in 
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the early chapters of Acts make it natural for Peter to have been the one who 
asked the question of his close friend and comrade? 4. Finally, a John — to be 
sure his other name was Mark, but details of that sort are of little moment in 
the growth of tradition — ^had a mother Mary living with him in Jerusalem 
(Acts 12:12). Might this not well be remembered in connexion with the 
word of Jesus on the cross to the beloved disciple to take Mary to his home? 
It appears to me that from some such line of reasoning the tradition arose 
connecting John’s name with the gospel and First Epistle. 5. But we can go 
on. II and III John both purport to be written by “the elder.” Now the only 
reference, at least the only one known to me, to a specific figure bearing that 
title is Papias* oft-cited one to the “elder John^' 6. The book of Revelation 
explicidy claims to be written by a John. Thus it is possible to see how to 
uncritical folk, who had the will to believe, a halo of Johannine authorship 
came to rest upon all five books despite the glaring and patent contradictions 
between some of them, as the gospel and the Revelation. This is frankly 
conjecture, but so are the most complicated and learned discussions of the 
Johannine problem. 

Thus I am definitely inclined to the view that tradition tells us nothing 
about the actual author, and that all attempts to sec the Galilean fisherman 
as author, in any degree of remove, of this highly theological and apologetic 
brochure arc unwarranted and misleading. The little that we can learn about 
the personality of the author docs not come from surmises, but from the 
gospel itself— and it is surprisingly meagre. He is a deeply religious man; is 
acquainted with the Alexandrian philosophy (at least he makes use of the 
concept of Logos, popularized by Philo, and expanded by the Christian 
catechetical teachers of that city: Pantaenus, Clement, and Origen); knows 
the Synoptic gospels and occasionally utilizes some of their material, but 
without evidencing the slightest feeling that they are inspired Scripture; is 
influenced, probably deeply influenced, by Paul, although he docs not scruple 
to alter some of that master’s central notes. For example, he lays his emphasis 
on the life of Christ rather than on his death. Thus for him the resurrection 
was not the proof of Jesus’ divine character as it had been for Paul. His life 
had proved this beyond the peradventure of a doubt. The resurrection marked 
the beginning of the ever-widening and abiding activity of Jesus. From all 
these sources he drew, but he drew far more deeply on his own deep and 
abiding convictions. Today we find it necessary to fed a definite “source” for 
every utterance and idea that our gospel writers expressed, and we hesitate 
to postulate any originality of thought for any of them. If we deprive our 
author of this source, we simply fail to understand him. In the last analysis 
the kind of Jesus whom he is depicting is the kind of Jesus whom he knows 
and whom the church knows. To do this he may at times utilize materials, 
which because they arc earlier than he, we call “historic”; but he docs not 
hesitate to rework and recast them to makt his portrait the clearer. That he 
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was a Jew is possible, and is generally assumed; but there is surprisingly little 
direct evidence of it. Such a view would explain the smug observation, “Sal- 
vation is from the Jews” (4:22), but is neutralized by his no less obvious 
hatred of the word Jew, for whom he has nothing good to relate. Palestine 
was certainly not his home; his evident desire completely to subordinate John 
the Bapdst has led some to feel that there were followers of that dead teacher 
independent of, if not in rivalry to, the Christians in the place where the 
author wrote. Acts 18:24-19:7 has been often thought to indicate such a 
situation in Ephesus, At any rate, by far the great majority of critics are 
accustomed to style this writing the “Ephesian Gospel.” The hypothesis has 
one point of obvious strength. There is no stronger rival. That he wrote in 
Greek appears to me highly probable despite the arguments of occasional 
champions of an Aramaic original. 

Enough has been said to make argument unnecessary that the date of the 
gospel cannot be set before 100 a.d. Its use of the Synoptic gospels, its obvious 
antipathy to the Docctic heresy, its utter recasting and evaluation of the 
earlier traditions are definitive. On the other hand, it is known and quoted by 
the Muratorian fragment {ca. 170 aj>.). That it was used by Valentinian 
Gnostics, and so not later than 130 aj)., is felt by many critics probable, al- 
though the thesis has been expanded to unjustified lengths. Some have seen 
a probable reference to the ill-fated rebellion of Bar Cochba (132-135 aj>.) 
in the word, “If another shall come in his own name, him ye will receive” 
(5:43). Certainly Bar Cochba did claim to be the Messiah, and did receive a 
large support. That cither Justin Martyr or Ignatius knew and used the gospel 
appears to me at least debatable. On the other hand, the spurious Markan 
appendix (Mark 16:9-20) does utilize it. By the last quarter of the second 
century its place in Christian Scripture was undoubted. It would seem most 
likely to have been penned during the first three or four decades of that 
century. The recent discovery of two papyrus fragments,^"^ both of which arc 
dated provisionally by experts about 150 aj>., would seem definitely to con- 
firm this date as the terminus ad quern, 

*' See pp. 486 f. 
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Chapter XLV 

ON THE WAY TO A CANON 

Few problems which confront the student of Christian beginnings are more 
perplexing than those which involve the evolution of a canon of distinctly 
Christian writings.^ How the separate writings arose is reasonably certain, 
although, as the preceding pages have made ail too clear, many points are 
still obscure. That before the time of Eusebius several of these writings had 
come to achieve an assured position as inspired Scripture, equal in authority 
to those of the Old Testament, if not actually superior to them, and that they 
could be referred to as paits of a Neta Testament is sure. That Athanasius 
gives a list in 367 aj>. exaedy coinciding with ours — ^no more, no less — is well 
known. A few fixed points like these are of inestimable assistance to the 
historian, but they also serve to reveal to him that far more is obscure than 
known. A vast degree of separate and fragmentary information about the 
dijfferent writings and the use different individuals and groups made of 
them is available. The problem lies in the assembly of these materials. How 
difficult a task this is is seen in the widely different results achieved by the 
many and competent scholars who have laboured with the problem. It is 
vasdy easier to raise questions than to find adequate answers. 

The one point about which no debate would seem possible is that through- 
out the first century and well into the second the Old Testament, Jewish 
Scripture, had remained the sacred book of the new religion. During these 
years letters and other writings had come from Christian pens, but had 
not been intended by their authors to rival or even to supplement the things 
which stood written. Eventually some of them came to achieve this status; 
but it was not overnight, but only as the result of a very gradual process 
that could scarcely have been foreseen in those early days. 

From its beginning Christianity was a missionary religion. Prophets, 
teachers, missionaries — their tide is of litde moment — ^had been at work pro- 
claiming their message, Christian groups were springing up like mushrooms 
through Asia Minor and Greece. Occasionally these teachers seemed to have 
felt a responsibility over the churches they had been instrumental in form- 
ing. At least this was true of PauL When problems of difficulty arose, he 
wrote to his churches letters for their guidance and advice. Whether other 
teachers did the same in the early years we do not know. Only Paul’s letters 

^ At this point pp. 303-^05 should be reread. The first half of this chapter has appeared as a 
separate article in tbe Crozer Quarterly, Vol. 14, No. a (April, 1937). 
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have been preserved, and of them only a part. Some of these seem to have 
been felt by their recipients of sufficient worth to be preserved, and probably 
to be reread from time to time. While they were each specific in their 
purpose, occasionally they might prove of value to another, too. Thus the 
Colossians arc to allow the Laodiceans to read their letter and are themselves 
to read the letter “from Laodicea.”^ It is very possible that an occasional 
letter may have been written by Paul with more than one church in mind, 
or at least have been sent by him to several.® Surely for those who consider 
Ephesians genuine no other hypothesis is feasible. There seems no evidence 
available that during Paul's lifetime formal copies of the letter received 
by one church were ever made for another. None the less the several churches 
must have known that such letters were in existence. Eventually Paul went 
to a martyr's death. Did that raise his prestige } Did that lead to the speedy 
desire on the part of his converts to get other memorials of him? It is im- 
possible to say. At any rate by the opening decades of the second century, and 
perhaps earlier, Clement in Rome not only knows that the Corinthians had 
received a letter from Paul, but can direct them, “Take up the epistle of the 
blessed Paul the Apostle,”^ It was still in their possession. Ignatius of An- 
tioch, in his letter to the Ephesians, refers to the apostle's mention of them 
“in every cpisde.”® To maintain that this proves that he had a collection of 
Paul’s letters is absurd. On the other hand, since he appears to have been 
familiar with at least several of them, notably I Corinthians, Ephesians, 
Romans, Galatians, II Corinthians, and PhiUppians, it is possible, and even 
probable, that by this time some sort of collection of them had been made. 
Whether titles for them— -“to the Romans,” “to the Galatians,” etc. — had by 
this time been produced cannot be said; at any rate, neither Clement nor 
Ignatius makes use of such tides. That such designations, however, must 
have arisen shordy after the letters had been collected is probable. The oft- 
cited word of Polycarp to the Philippians, that Paul “when he was absent 
wrote letters to you, from the study of which you will be able to build your- 
self up into the faith given you,”® by no means proves, as it has been often 
asserted, that Polycarp knew at least two letters to the Philippians from 
Paul's pen. Even less is it to be taken as an indication that our Philippians is 
an amalgam of two letters, separate in Polycarp's day but subsequendy 
joined. On the other hand, the remark does confirm what was said of Clem- 
ent’s reference. The Pauline churches were still making use of Paul’s letters. 
Futhermore, the fact that Polycarp’s letter serves as a cover letter for a col- 
lection of the Ignatian letters which he (Polycarp) is sending to the Philip- 

•Col. 4:16. 

“Notably Romans; cf. pp. 231 f., 267 f. 
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plan church at its request/ and “from which [they] will be able to benefit 
greatly/ leaves it scarcely open to question that similar collections of 
Paul’s letters were now in use^ and had prompted the desire for a collec- 
tion of the letters of Ignatius, But indications are not wanting that many 
years earlier than this® such collections were available. That in the Apoc- 
alypse we have a collection of seven letters, ostensibly to churches in Asia 
Minor, but actually for all Christians everywhere, is in all probability due to 
the fact that Paul’s letters by this time had been collected and were in wide 
use. Or again, while most of the Catholic epistles did not gain wide ac- 
ceptance until many years after their composition, the thought of writing 
such epistles was not improbably prompted by a similar consideration. Docs 
Acts give us any help in the matter of the collections of Pauline letters? Good- 
speed thinks that it does. His thesis is that Acts served to arouse interest in 
Paul, and that as a consequence a reader who already knew two such letters 
(Colossians and Philemon) was prompted to go to the churches mentioned 
by Acts as founded by Paul to search for more; that having found these, 
he prefixed a cover letter of his own (Ephesians). Thus Goodspeed definitely 
dates the fixst collection of Paul’s letters between the time of the composi- 
tion of Acts and that of Revelation. Since I do not share his confidence that 
Acts evidences no trace of knowledge of the Pauline letters, I am inclined 
to hazard the guess that Acts did not create a new interest in Paul and the 
desire for more knowledge about him, but was rather a reflection of the 
already keen interest felt by Christians in the martyred Paul and is to no 
litde degree indebted to the Pauline letters for information regarding Paul’s 
itineraries and churches. Thus I find myself irresistibly drawn to the con- 
clusion that by the end of the first century — ^pehaps even sooner— informal 
collection of Paul’s letters might well have been found in the larger and 
more influential Christian centres, and have been read from time to time 
in the church services. This is not to imply that they had become canonical 
or were even considered inspired; simply that they were treasured and read. 
Before we raise the question as to what lifted them from this status to that of 
Scripture, it will be necessary to consider the rise of a quite different kind 
of writing. 

Behind our gospels is a long story, but one which is still vague and for 
the most part unknown. Recendy several German scholars have sought to 
pierce this unknown by their excursions back into the days before the 
gospels on the assumption that during those days Christian traditions were 
taking form, or, better said, that traditional words of Jesus and the story 
of an occasional act of his were being cast in the moulds or forms then in 
vogue, and in this form were being widely used in early preaching. Not in- 
frequendy older stories, which had been told first of one hero, then of an- 

ai PkS. 13 ;a. 
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Other, had been given a distinctly Christian touch by turning them into ex- 
ploits of Jesus. That these explanations of form criticism not infrequently 
cast genuine light is not to be denied; that they will serve as the key to un- 
lock all the doors is far less certain. 

Jesus himself never wrote anything, and few traditions to the contrary are 
known. To be sure, Eusebius preserves the curious story of Abgar, “mon- 
arch of the nations beyond the Euphrates,” who sent a letter to Jesus re- 
questing a cure, and of the letter which Jesus wrote in reply, promising to 
send one of his disciples.® Obviously a late and completely imtrustworthy 
legend, it but heightens the wonder that no more of them came to be pro- 
duced. On the other hand, apparently traditional words or sayings of 
Jesus and stories of his exploits were passed on by word of mouth from 
the earliest days as possessing especial value and significance. Occasionally 
Paul refers to such a word, and indicates that it was of the utmost impor- 
tance. But these references are few and far between. Jesus is but rarely cited 
by him as an example; never is a gospel story appealed to or even men- 
tioned.^® It would thus seem hazardous in the extreme to infer that he pos- 
sessed any sort of compendium of Jesus* words or deeds. And for many 
years much the same situation apparently prevailed. By the beginning of 
the second century we begin to find more frequent reference to “Synoptic tra- 
dition,” but for the most part it is too vague to allow one to say from which 
gospel (if any of them) it comes. Occasionally this is very surprising. Ap- 
parendy Mark was written well before the end of the first century; accord- 
ing to many scholars was especially intended for Rome. Yet Clement of 
Rome makes no quotation from it. All one can say is that he evidences a 
knowledge of Synoptic tradition.^^ Much the same is true of Ignatius, al- 
though, as will be mentioned in a moment, he apparendy did know and use 
Matthew* The apparendy scanty use by Christians, even a hundred years 
after Jesus’ death, of the written gospels is amazing, and would appear to 
justify the view that when these gospels appeared (70-125 An.) they were 
by no means accorded universal acclaim. Independent evidence for this is 
often found in the word of the puzzling Papias, quoted by Eusebius. In the 
preface to his InUrpretations of the Oracles of the Lord^ a five-volume work 
which is now unhappily scarcely more than a tide, but which was extant in 
the days of Eusebius, Papias is said to have remarked: 

And I shall not hesitate to append to the interpretations whatever I well learned 
from the elders and well remembered, for I have confidence in their truth. For 
unlike the majority of men I have not been wont to rejoice in those who talk 
much, but in those who teach the truth; not in those who recount the commands 
of others, but in those who bring to remembrance those commands given to the 
faith from the Lord and derived from the truth itself. And if there came one who 

•JFZw#. Ec(d. 1,13. 
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had followed the elders I was ever wont to ask about the words of the elders, what 
Andrew or Peter had said or what Philip or Thomas or James or John or Mat- 
thew or any other of the Lord’s disciples had said, and the things which Aristion 
and John the elder presbyter) were saying. For I was never wont to consider 
material from books as much benefit to me as that from a living and abiding 
voice.^^ 

Perhaps this preference for the oral tradition was shared by others and 
may aid us in accounting for the absence of more detailed use of written gos- 
pels. On the other hand, it must not be overlooked that whatever preference 
he may have had for the living voice he himself was not only familiar with 
at least two of our gospels — ^Matthew and Mark — but also wrote a five- 
volume commentary on the “Oracles of the Lord.” Furthermore, it appears 
to me highly probable that these “oracles” were our canonical Matthew. 
If this is the case, it would indicate that he must have prized it highly to 
devote so much attention to it. 

And again it seems scarcely open to question that Ignatius did know 
and quote, not only Synoptic tradition, but the Gospel of Matthew. His 
reference to “the gospel”^® may well evidence his belief that the gospel is 
what is contained in the book. The absence of distinctive titles for the sev- 
eral books surely was due to the authors* belief that what they were compil- 
ing was the Gospel of Jesus Christ— not of Peter or of Mark. These titles 
were later prefixed to distinguish the one from the other when they came 
to be used side by side by various churches. It is probable that before such 
collections were made a particular church or individual would not have had 
more than one such available. A tide was superfluous. But was not even this 
stage preceded by one in which for the most part only the churches for 
wfdch the particular gospels had been written had such instruments? Of 
course it is easy to overemphasize this unfamiliarity with written gospels. 
Obviously the framer of our Matthew had a copy of Mark or at least knew 
it thoroughly. Similarly Luke knew not only Mark, but other gospels as 
well, among which, I am inclined to believe, was probably Matthew. But 
with all allowances made, it still appears to me probable that when written 
gospels were beginning to be copied and made available for various churches, 
these various diurches had their distinct preferences for one gospel or 
another. Eventually, and probably this was not much if any later than 150 
AJ)., collections of gospels arose. What led to this new move is not easy to 
say. That it was to combat Marcion’s exclusive use of Luke has often been 
asserted, and is not impossible. On the other hand, it would appear that the 
comparatively wide use of the fourfold gospel shortly after the time of 
Marcion would make it more probable that tiiis was no new development. 
It can scarcely be doubted that the appearance of the Gospel of John caused 

“Hm#. EccU iii,39:3 f- 
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much difficulty and uncertainty among early Christians. It was so different, 
not only in form, but in content and emphasis^ from the other gospels and 
from the oral traditions. The many statements still preserved, which seek 
to explain and justify the differences between them, bear significant testi- 
mony, In the Muratorian fragment^'^ the lavish commendation of this gos- 
pel — ^it had been authorized by divine revelation and had been approved 
by John’s fellow disciples and bishops— and the express statement, “Thus 
while different ideas are taught in the various books of the gospels, yet 
there is no difference in the faith of believers, since in all everything is de- 
clared by one principal spirit, concerning the birth, passion, resurrection, 
conversation with his disciples, and his twofold advent,” suggest an earlier 
period of conflict and of opposition to this advena. Thus it may very well 
be that the earliest move to collect the gospels into a unit was the work 
of those who were zealous for the Fourth Gospel and who hoped in this 
way to gain for it a wider reading than it might have achieved alone. 

This early selection of gospels — if the above suggestion which has com- 
mended itself to many scholars be accepted, the scene of this collection 
would most probably be in the environs of the Fourth Gospel itself, probably 
Asia Minor— was not intended as a body of inspired Scripture. It served a 
twofold purpose: First, it would gain for John a wider recognition by ally- 
ing it with the other writings which were coming to be Jooked upon with 
favour and to be read in the church services. Second, by this ga^ering of the 
separate accounts into something of a unit, if not a unity, the'prejudice of 
the various churches against several and different gospels would be in a 
measure overcome. 

The Old Testament still remained the sole Scripture; prophetic in every 
page of him whose sayings and doings were now being read in the various 
churches, it continued to be the great authority. In a curious and perplexing 
passage Ignatius apparently says: 

For I heard some men saying, “If I find it not in the charters, I do not believe 
(it.?) in the gospel;” and when I said to them that it is in the Scripture, they an- 
swered me, “That is precisely the question.” But to me the charters are Jesus 
Christ, the inviolable charter is his cross and his death and resurrection and faith 
through him; by these I desire to be justified by your prayers.^® 

In the opening sentence a change in punctuation would alter the meaning 
by making the “charters” identic^ with the gospel. But apparently Ignatius 
is referring to a group to whom the Old Testament is the sole authority. 
Unless its prophecies coincide with the gospel stories, the latter are not valid 
for them. Ignatius, on the contrary, would appear to attach some independent 
value to the latter as embodying the real Christian gospel. Does this reference 

Muratorian Fragment, lines 9-33. 
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to the “gospel” indicate one of the books we know as gospels, perhaps 
Matthew, or is it simply a reference to the Synoptic tradition? While I am 
inclined to think the former is not impossible, any dogmatic statement Is 
unwise. Whatever Ignatius’ own attitude to these later writings may have 
been, it would appear that he witnesses the prevailing authority of the in- 
herited Bible. 

Probably much the same situation is to be seen in the writings of Justin 
Martyr. That he knows written gospels is scarcely debatable. Several times 
he refers to the “memoirs” composed by the Aposdes, once specifically add- 
ing, “which are called gospels.”^® He never cites them by name, although 
once he apparendy refers to the Gospel of Mark as the memoirs of Peter.^^ 
How many such gospels he knows cannot be said with endre confidence. 
His quotadons from the Old Testament are often inexact and occasionally 
are referred to the wrong prophet. This informality of quotation must be 
borne in mind in the matter of possible gospel quotations. That he knew 
and cited Matthew, Mark, and Luke is reasonably sure; with regard to 
John the matter is much more doubtful. Any detailed statement would 
lead us far afield. Suffice it to say that it would appear to me probable that 
while he did know the wridng, his failure to cite it to buttress an occasional 
argument, when such citadons lay ready at hand — especially in regard to his 
belief in Christ’s preexistence — ^preferring to use a far less apt word from 
one of the other gospels, bears clear evidence that either he himself con- 
sidered it of less authority or recognized its less secure status in Christian 
circles generally. It is furthermore to be observed that his several references 
to incidents in the life of Jesus not recorded in any of our canonical gospels — 
the birth of Jesus in a cave,^® the fire in the Jordan at the time of the 
baptism,^® the word, “This day have I begotten thce”“®— suggest that he was 
familiar with and used other written gospels or oral traditions. Thus Justin 
cannot be legitimately cited to prove that in his day our four gospels and 
they alone had achieved a unique place in Christian circles. Nor does his 
statement that they were read with the Prophets in the Sunday services 
indicate that they were as yet regarded as inspired Scripture. On the other 
hand, this regular practice of reading them in the church services together 
with canonical Scripture was to be of greatest significance. Let these canon- 
ical Scriptures be challenged by a heretic and the attempt be made to sub- 
stitute distinctly Christian writings for them, and scandalized orthodoxy 
would be confronted by a twofold problem: the necessity of defending the 
old Scriptures; the impossibility of giving a lower estimate to the distinctly 

^Apol. i,66,3. 

106. 

78. 

^lMd„ 88 . 

88 (end). 
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Christian writings than the heretic had done. By doing precisely this, 
Marcion precipitated a crisis which resulted in a canon of Christian Scripture. 

The significance of Marcion in the emergence of a Christian canon of 
Scripture cannot be over-emphasized. It is difficult fairly to appraise the 
man, for almost all that we know of him comes through those who bitterly 
hated him. His particular enemy was Tertullian who devoted five books 
to the refutation of his views, thereby, of course, immortalizing the notions 
he sought to destroy. Despite Tertullian’s often lurid rhetoric and the 
legends that soon grew up about this archherctic, it is safe to say that he 
was not only the most influential of second-century heretics, but far supe- 
rior in critical insight to most of his orthodox contemporaries. He was 
a native of Pontus,^^ born about 100 aj>., and came to Rome in the middle 
of the second century. Soon his relations with the Roman church became 
strained, and he was eyed askance. The story that by seducing a virgin he 
incurred the displeasure of his father, a bishop in Sinope, and despite his 
entreaties failed to gain absolution is ptobably to be set down as a legend 
arising from his “seduction of the church.” Equally improbable is the story 
that his break with the Roman church was due to his anger at not being 
appointed bishop. Few facts about his life are known. Apparently he 
traveled a great deal. Ephraem the Syrian compares him to Cain the 
wanderer; Tertullian frequendy styles him nauclerus, 

Apparendy he considered himself an orthodox and Pauline Christian, 
Not the mythical spcculadons so stressed by other Gnosdes but the Chris- 
tian revelation was central in his thinking. His real point of cleavage with 
orthodox Christianity lay in his denial of unity to the First Principle, 
There were two gods, a just God depicted in the Jewish Scripture and a 
good God revealed in Christianity. The one demanded “an eye for an eye 
and a tooth for a tooth,” the other “To him that smiteth thee on the one 
cheek offer also the other.” The God of the Jewish Scripture could say, 
“I create evil” (Isa. 45:7; cf. Amos 3:6). Since a good tree cannot bear 
evil fruit, such a God cannot himself be good. Thus for Marcion the true 
word of Jesus read “I am not come to fulfil the law, but to destroy it.” 
Nor was this God of the Jews the Supreme Intelligence: he could not find 
Adam when the latter hid from him. The just God was the creator of the 
material universe; the good God remained undivulged until, taking pity on 
mankind brought as it was into such woe by the creator, he interfered for 
its redemption. This interference was all the more startling for it was 
completely unheralded in the Scriptures. In the Old Testament a deliverer 
•was foretold, but this Christ of the prophets was not the Christ of the 
Christians, but a deliverer of the Jews, a man of war, not the Christian 
man of peace. 

‘^For a good example of TertuUian's power in invective the student may be referred to the 
preface of his adp, Marcion* (i,i). 
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Thus Marcion was irrevocably opposed to any Jewish note in Chris- 
tianity. The Old Testament which until his time had been the sole authori- 
tative and inspired Scripture for Christians was rejected in toto. This 
necessitated a new canon in its place. Paul was his hero; he too had been 
in conflict with the Jews. Thus Marcion took as the nucleus of his Scrip- 
ture the ten letters of Paul which he considered genuine and arranged them 
in order of their apparent anti-Jewishness — Galatians, I and II Corinthi- 
ans, Romans, I and II Thessalonians, Laodiceans (Ephesians), Colossians, 
Philippians, and Philemon. It is probable that he subjected them to some 
sort of editing to prune out the too-favorable references to Judaism. To 
what extent this was done is not certain. The Pastoral Epistles he did not 
include. A not improbable reason for this exclusion was his sound belief 
that they were not from the pen of Paul; recently, however. Professor 
Riddle has made a strong case for the view that the Pastorals were not 
known to Marcion, but produced at a later time to combat him.^ In addi- 
tion to this apostolicon he accepted the Gospel of Luke, in a somewhat 
altered form. The precise degree of alteration is not certain. That he 
omitted the birth story is clear. Apparently the gospel was made to begin, 
“In the fifteenth year of Tiberius he (or God.?) came down to Caper- 
naum, a city of Galilee, and taught on the Sabbath days.” But that his 
text, by and large, of the gospel was not a fair approximation of the one 
he had inherited is not lightly to be assumed. Tertullian charges him with 
refusing to accept the writings of apostles, that is, the other gospels,^® 
because Paul had accused these apostles of perverting the gospel of Christ. 
He further waxes caustic: “Marcion . . . ascribes no author to his Gospel, 
as if it could not be allowed him to affix a title to that from which it was no 
crime to subvert the very bodyl”^^ To what extent the titles had become 
commonly employed for the different gospels in Marcion’s time is hard to 
say. If, as has been suggested above, a collection of them had been already 
made, it is probable that at that time the tides had been affixed. Further- 
more, that Marcion did not accept the book of Acts is no particular source 
of surprise. When the gospels were collected, that would of necessity have 
required the separation of the second half of the “virriting to Thcophilus”; 
the early pages of this writing might well have seemed to Marcion to over- 
balance the later enthusiasm for Paul. In addition to this gospel and 
apostolicon he composed his own writing, the AntitheseSy in which he argued 
by a series of antithetical passages that not only was the Old Testament 
contradicted by the Christian Scriptures, but that it was in constant con- 
tradiction to itself. Whether Marcion gave to this composition a rank equal 

** D. W. Riddle, Eady Christian Life, pp. 195-216. 

” This would also account for his disregard of those of the so-called Catholic episdes which 
he knew. 

*^adp* Marcion, iv,a. 
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to his canonical Scripture is perhaps not clear. I£ Tertullian is to be believed, 
his followers apparently regarded it very highly.^® 

The importance of this step of Marcion’s cannot be too highly stressed. 
Hitherto Christian writings had been slowly gaining in favour. It is by 
no means improbable that the gospels and the letters of Paul were coming 
to be read in the Christian services as providing valuable information and 
instruction. Surely this was the case by the time of Justin Martyr and 
II Peter; nor is there any indication that this practice had arisen overnight. 
But, none the less, whatever use had been made of them prior to Marcion, 
they were distinctly subordinate in authority to the Old Testament; at 
most they were read with them. Justin’s statement to Trypho the Jew re- 
flects the Christian attitude to the Old Testament which had prevailed 
from the earliest day: 

For these words have neither been prepared by me, nor embellished by the art 
of man; but David sang them, Isaiah preached them, Zechariah proclaimed them, 
and Moses wrote them. Are you acquainted with them, Trypho? They are con- 
tained in your Scriptures, or rather not yours, but ours. For we believe them, but 
you, though you read them, do not catch the spirit that is in them.^® 

Marcion’s polemic against them and his substitution of other writings forced 
the issue. If his new canon had been simply his own writings, it might 
have been contemptuously dismissed. By his choice of writings already 
highly esteemed the matter became more serious. Could the orthodox 
afford to accord less reverence for their own writings than did Marcion? 
His enthusiasm for the cpisdes of Paul may well have led his contemporary 
Justin to tactful silence about them, but even this caution soon yields to 
an equally enthusiastic acceptance not only of the ten, but also of the 
Pastorals, and, in some circles, of Hebrews. For example, in the first year 
of Commodus (180 aj>.), in the North African town of Scili, to the 
query of the Roman proconsul, “What kind of thing have you in your 
(church) case?” the Christian Speratus retorts, “Books and the episdes 
of Paul, a just man.”^^ Just what is to be understood by “books” is perhaps 
debatable, although it is highly probable that it would include one at least 
of the Christian gospels together with some of the Old Testament Scriptures. 
But it is also to be noted that in this collection of writings to be used in 
the church services were some at least of the Pauline letters. 

Although orthodox Christians could not afford to ignore or deny the 
writings which Marcion selected, they did find an answer ready at hand. 
Not only had he perversely rejected the Scriptures, prophetic on every 
page of the Christ, but had also dishonoured and misused even those writ- 

^ adv, Marcion, iv^: ^They receive bis Antitheses'^ and more than tha^ make ostentatious 
use o£ them,” 

Vid^ 39 . 

^Passio Sanciorum Seditanorum in Texts and Studies, Vol. I, No. 2 (1891), p. 114. 
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ings which he professed to revere. He had shamefully mutilated the letters 
of Paul, and with them and an emasculated Luke was seeking to attack 
Christians with their own writings. Thus naturally, precisely these writings 
which he either had denied or dismembered must now become for an 
outraged orthodoxy weapons both of defence and offence. A single front 
was necessary. There had been too much individual action, too many 
independent opinions, in the past. A common foe demanded a common 
answer. The faith which had been delivered once and for all was under 
fire; all must rally to its defence. This crisis may well have led may con- 
servative Christians who had still retained a preference for the “living 
voice” as against written books to rally to the defence of the latter. And the 
union of the separate gospels, each endeared to various churches, was no 
longer seen as an effort to let one of them ride into popularity on the crest of 
the others. It was the God-given answer to those who would try to put 
asunder what God had joined together. This temper is exaedy illustrated 
by Irenaeus. After deploring the attitude of a Marcion or a Valentinus — 
the one perverting Luke, the other torturing John— he reveals the answer 
of orthodoxy: 

It is not possible that the gospels can be either more or fewer in number than 
they are. For, since there are four zones of the world in which we live, and four 
principal winds, while the church is scattered throughout all the world, and the 
“pillar and ground” of the church is the gospel and the spirit of life; it is fitting 
that she should have four pillars, breathing out immortality on every side, and 
vivifying men afresh. From which fact, it is evident that the Word, the Artificer 
of all, he that sitteth upon the cherubim, and contains all things, he who was 
manifested to men, has given us the gospel under four aspects, but bound together 
by one Spirit. . . . These things being so, all who destroy the form of the gospel 
arc vain, unlearned, and also audacious; those who represent the aspects of the 
gospel as being either more in number than as aforesaid, or, on the other hand, 
fewer.28 

That for Irenaeus the four gospels are inspired Scripture, canonical in 
all save name, few will deny. Essentially the same attitude is seen in the word 
of Theophilus of Antioch (177 aj>.) : 

Moreover, concerning the rightcoiisness which the law required, confirmatory 
utterances are found both with the prophets and in the gospels, because they all 
spoke inspired by one Spirit of God.^ 

That of these gospels John’s was one is evident from his express reference 
on an earlier page of the same writing (ii,22). 

But Marcion had done more than to force orthodox Christianity to a 
clear-cut attitude toward the various gospels and letters of Paul. He had 
thrust Paul forward as an opponent to the other apostles— as Matthew, 

^adv, Hter. f. 

* ad Atttolycum iii,i2. 
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Peter, John, Is it surprising, then, that Irenseus quotes extensively from 
Acts and constantly emphasizes the harmony that existed between Paul and 
the other apostles and the impudence of those who assert that Paul alone 
knew the truth? It is very possible that the attitude of Marcion brought 
Acts back into prominence. When first produced, it had enjoyed whatever 
favour the Gospel of Luke had gained. It was a part of that wridng. 
When, however, the four gospels had been collected, the second half of 
the Lucan writing had of necessity been separated. Just what was its status 
as a separate writing? Apparently for some decades it occupied a sort of 
limbo, although it may well have set the fashion for other writings which 
purported to chronicle the doings of this apostle or that. Now toward the 
end of the second century it once more achieves a popularity which it was 
never again to lose. It served as a very valuable link between the gospels on 
the one hand and the epistles of Paul on the other. The fact that it not 
only gave a connected story of Paul’s activity but portrayed him as a friend 
of the other aposdes must have seemed a powerful answer to the assertions 
of Marcion. Furthermore, it filled an obvious gap. Many of the aposdes 
had left no writings behind them. On the other hand, during the second 
century several writings had been produced which cither purported to be 
by members of the Twelve or at least were so regarded by some Christians. 
Here too, Acts was a valuable book. It provided a sort of link whereby 
these apostolic writings could be joined not only to the gospels — ^in which 
their several authors were described — but to the somewhat similar letters 
of Paul, their fellow aposde. Thus the book seems to have been of value 
in many ways in the formation of definite and distinct collections of Chris- 
tian Scripture out of originally separate groups of writings. With regard to 
these letters of apostles much latitude of opinion existed. Irenaeus refers to I 
Peter and a letter of John (I and II John) ; others, as Clement of Alexandria 
and TertuUian, would also include Jude. On the other hand, while Jude and 
at least two epistles of John, of which I John is certainly one, are referred 
to in the Muratorian canon, I Peter is ignored. And, as will be mentioned 
in a moment, the Assyrian churches disregarded all of them. 

One other type of writing must be briefly mentioned here — the apoca- 
lypses. The Revdation of John was known and cited vdth approval by Justin. 
Irenasus quotes it extensively and as Scripture. It has its place not only 
in the Muratorian canon, but in the writings of Clement of Alexandria and 
TertuUian. Later it was to prove a storm centre, but during the second 
century it was highly popular and apparently shared the increasing rever- 
ence which the books already mentioned were receiving. In a word, there 
is no evidence that during the second century any orthodox collection of 
Christian writings omitted the Revelation.^® Nor did it stand alone. The 
lepeUiUon of PeUr and the Shepherd of Hermas were also known and 

•* But see the next footnote. 
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popular. Clement of Alexandria accepted both of them on the same plane 
with the Revelation of John. In the Muratorian canon, however, it is stated 
that since the Shepherd was recently written it is not to be read publicly in 
church, but may be read privately; the Revelation of Peter is joined to 
that of John, but with a warning note: 

We receive also the Apocalypses of John and Peter, although some among us 
arc unwilling to have [the latter?] read in the church.^^ 

Tertullian, although he had earlier been attracted to the Shepherd^ bit- 
terly condemns it as the “shepherd of adulterers” in his later writings. 
The Revelation of Peter he never mentions. Thus the evidence would seem 
to indicate that this type of writing soon lapsed into disfavour, although the 
one bearing the name of John remained in favour in the West. 

Toward the end of the second century a situation had arisen which 
would have scandalized the first generation of Christians. The Old Testa- 
ment no longer stood alone as Scripture. Other writings of difierent kinds 
had come to invade that sacred precinct: (i) Four gospels, (2) thirteen 
letters of the aposde Paul, (3) the book of Acts known at least in some 
circles as the “Acts of all the Apostles,” (4) a few letters bearing the names 
of members of the Twelve, and (5) several apocalypses attributed to John, 
Peter, and Hennas. 

By no means entire unanimity of opinion prevailed. So far as the gospels 
were concerned, our present four held undisputed sway. Other gospels were 
known and continued to be used by occasional groups. Clement of Alex- 
andria bears evidence to the popularity of the Gospels of the Hebrews and 
of the Egyptians, but, while not condemning them himself shows that in 
his estimation they did not occupy an equal position with the other four. 
Serapion, bishop of Antioch (190-203?), is said by Eusebius to have heard 
that the Gospel of Peter was in use by Christians in the town of Rhossus. 
He himself was not at the time familiar with its contents, but later read 
it and discovered that “most of it belonged to the right teaching of the 
Saviour, but some things were additions.” What his final judgment was 
is not reported. This indicates, however, that the writing was in use in 
some circles, but was by no means universally known. During the second 
half of the second century the Assyrian Tatian, who had become a Chris- 
tian in Rome, and a pupil of Justin Martyr, made a harmony of the 
four gospels for the Assyrian church. This work, known as the Diatessaron, 
was all but universal in the Assyrian church until the fifth century, despite 
the fact that its compiler was adjudged (on other grounds) a heretic 
by all save the Assyrians. This evidence would appear to cut in both direc- 
tions. Tatian’s selection of the four gospels evidences their dominance in 

Muratorian Fragment, Uncs 71-73. Probably this is the mcanmg, but the translation “them” 
is certainly allowed by the ambiguous La t i n . 
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Rome; on the other hand, his freedom in recasting the material, his use 
of John as the framework, with his rearrangement of such incidents as the 
interview with Nicodemus which he placed in the last winter of Jesus’ life, 
his recognition of the fact that divergent accounts (as the Cleansing of the 
Temple or the Healing of the Blind at Jericho) do not mean separate inci- 
dents — all this indicates that the gospels had not achieved a sacrosanctness 
which precluded change or rearrangement. 

The Pastoral Epistles were now regularly a part of the “Apostle” in 
all circles. Hebrews is mentioned for the first time by Clement of Alex- 
andria as Pauhne, although he recognizes a difference in style which he 
feels obliged to explain as due to translation. The East followed his judg- 
ment, but without sharing his scholarly qualms. At least, Hebrews appears 
subsequendy in all lists of Pauline letters. The West, however, did not 
finally accept it as Pauline for more than two centuries. It is unmentioned 
in the Muratorian canon. Tertullian knows it, but ascribes it to Barnabas, 
“a man sufficiently accredited by God, as being one whom Paul has stationed 
next to himself in the uninterrupted observance of abstinence.”®^ 

Of the Catholic epistles I Peter and I John appear to have been in pretty 
general use in all save the Assyrian churches, although, as has already been 
remarked, I Peter is not included in the Muratorian canon. Curiously 
enough, the litde Epistle of Jude seems to have gained early favour in the 
West. II Peter and James, however, remain unmentioned. On the other 
hand, the episdes attributed to Barnabas and Clement (I Clement) appar- 
endy possessed equal weight in the eyes of Clement of Alexandria ‘with 
I Peter and I John. Tertullian remarks, “The Episde of Barnabas is more 
generally received among the churches than that apocryphal ‘shepherd’ 
of adulterers” Hermas]. The fact that Barnabas and I Clement are found 
in two early manuscripts further attests their early popularity which 
sustained itself in some circles at least. 

Thus by the end of the second century the Church had produced a 
group — or, better said, various groups— of writings which were not only 
highly prized and read regularly in the service alongside the Old Testa- 
ment, but which had come to be regarded as authoritative and inspired. 
That each Christian or group of Christians regarded each particular writ- 
ing which it chanced to have as equal in authority to every other is by no 
means dear. Did the Catholic epistles or even Acts appear to Clement 
of Alexandria as equal in authority to the gospels and the Apostle.? None 
the less they are Scripture. Regularly they are dted or referred to in 
the precise terms ascribed to writings of the Old Testament. Further- 
more, it is to be observed that for irenaeus there are predsely twenty-two 
writings in the distinctly Christian Scripture, just as there is the same 
number of books in the Old Testament He docs not indeed give to this 

** dc Pudiema 30. 
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collection any specific designation, but apparently even the title New Testa- 
ment had been born before the end of the century. A letter by Melito, bishop 
of Sardis (ca. 180 a.d.) is preserved by Eusebius^® in which a specific refer- 
ence to the “books of the Old Testament” is made. This term certainly 
implies a contrast with a New Testament. No such word by Melito is 
preserved. On the other hand, Eusebius refers to a nameless writer against 
the Montanists, in the time of Apolinarius, who expressed his own hesitation 
to write “from timidity and scruples lest I might seem to some to be adding 
to the writings or injunctions of the word of the new testament (covenant) 
of the gospel, to which no one who has chosen to live according to the 
gospel itself can add and from which he cannot take away.”^^ 

The work had been done. The new religion was now equipped with its 
Scripture. The older writings had not been displaced. Marcion’s shafts had 
failed. But alongside these writings were now others. Years of usage in 
the various churches had given them an increasing sanctity. By his attempt 
to oust the older writings and to replace them by some of his own choosing 
Marcion had written unwittingly an important page in church history. 
His challenge could not pass unnoticed. The writings which he had stolen 
and garbled were already precious. His collections gave rise to others. 
In this there seemed to be no new or radical step. As the various writings, 
long prized by the great majority of Christians severally, came to be 
generally recognized, it must have seemed to Christians everywhere simply 
a vindication of their own judgment, a clear and definite expression of what 
had been perhaps vague and what they had not said in so many words, 
but to which none the less they could respond with a simple “Of course.” 

Uniformity, however, docs not arise overnight. However valuable it 
might be for all Christians to present an unbroken front to their enemies, 
however they might agree that “every scripture inspired of God is also 
profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for instruction which 
is righteousness,” there wsls as yet no complete agreement as to just which 
scripture had been inspired and which not. Three classes of books had 
come into view; (i) Those that all save occasional heretics like Marcion 
accepted. These writings comprised the bulk of our present New Testament, 
viz,, four gospels. Acts, and thirteen Pauline letters. (2) Books challenged 
by some (or even quite ignored) but later received. These comprised 
Hebrews, James, II John, III John, Jude, II Peter, and even I Peter and 
I John. Whether Revelation should be placed in this class or in the pre- 
ceding is debatable. Apparently it was not until the beginning of the next 
century that it fell into general disfavour in the East; but that it was ac- 
cepted in the Assyrian churches in the second century would appear utterly 
improbable. (3) Those received and read by some but ultimatdy rejected. 

“Htrf. Ecd, f. 

v,i6,3. 
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Among this more fluid group were the Gospel of Peter, the Revelation of 
Peter, the Shepherd of Hermas, Barnabas, I Clement, and II Clement, The 
century had been a period of individual circulation and gradual collection, 
first by sections, as the four gospels, the Pauline body, a group of Apostolic 
letters to which the Acts was appended, and a group of apocalypses. Then, as 
I have tried to sketch out, came a collection of the various sections into a 
more or less fl[exible group which speedily assumed its place as such beside 
the similar group of older writings. The whole was the result of the judg- 
ment first of individual Christians, then, if I may so phrase it, of organized 
Christians, as to which books were and which were not of value, that Is, 
were or were not to be read in the churches. 

What did these New Testaments look like? Probably in the great ma- 
jority of cases they were comprised of a series of parchment rolls, each 
containing but one of the various books, save perhaps in the case of the 
shorter letters. On the other hand, it is not possible to be dogmatic even 
here. Until recendy it was considered axiomatic that the earliest appear- 
ance of the fourfold gospel in one book could not antedate the third 
century. No parchment roll could contain more than a single gospel. And 
there was no evidence that the codex was in use before the third century. 
But in 1931 twelve biblical papyri were discovered in Egypt; they threw a 
new light on the whole matter. These papyri were codices, ue., books 
not written on a roll made up of a continuous sheet, but with quires 
of pages as in a modern volume, and thus able to contain vasdy more 
material. And one of these codices has been dated by experts as not later 
then the second century, perhaps as early as 150 a.d. To be sure, this codex 
does not happen to contain the gospels, but Numbers and Deuteronomy; 
but it proves that the much more inclusive codex was known and used by 
Christians in the second century, Apparendy then there would be no real 
ground to deny the possibility that Irenaeus may have had, not a collection 
of four rolls, but a single volume containing all four gospels in its pages. 
This is of course only a possibility, but it is not to be ignored. That such 
copies were common is not for a moment to be thought. Their cost must 
have been far too great. On the other hand, the existence of the codex 
form of volume, making possible the inclusion of a far greater amount of 
material, may well have been a distinct aid in collecting and combining 
the hitherto separate writings. 

The remainder of the story of the formation of the canon must be briefly 
sketched, for while of distinct interest it is of far less importance than that 
already told. During the next two himdred years not only were the various 
writings quoted copiously, but the lines were more sharply drawn. What 
were the conclusions readied in the various sections of the church? 

Popular practice in Alexandria was quite different from that in the more 
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conservative West and also from that in the East, as is illustrated by re- 
marks of Origen in his homilies. As a scholar he had classified various writ- 
ings as ^‘acknowledged’* and “disputed.** The former comprised the four 
gospels, Acts, fourteen letters of Paul—like his predecessor Clement he 
here included Hebrews, although more cautiously-^e Revelation of John, 
I Peter, and I John; which, totalling twenty-two, exactly matched the Old 
Testament. Among the “disputed” books were James, II and III John, II 
Peter, Jude, Barnabas, and the Shepherd of Hennas. Although as a scholar 
Origen had drawn his line between the two classes of writing to conform 
to the practice of Christians in other parts of the church, it would appear 
that in his own judgment all twenty-nine were worthy of their place in 
Christian Scripture. Thus in a homily on Joshua he writes: 

So too our Lord, whose advent was typified by the son of Nun, when he came 
sent his apostles as priests bearing well-wrought trumpets. Matthew first sounded 
the priestly trumpet in his gospel. Mark also, Luke and jehn, each gave forth a 
strain on their priestly trumpets. Peter, moreover, sounds loudly on the twofold 
trumpet of his epistle; so also James and Jude. Still the number is incomplete and 
John gives forth the trumpet-sound in his epistles and apocalypse; and Luke while 
describing the Acts of the apostles. Lastly, however, came he who said, “I think 
that God hath set forth us apostles last of all,” and thundering on the fourteen 
trumpets of his epistles threw down even to the ground the walls of Jericho, that 
is to say, all the instruments of idolatry and the doctrines of philosophers.^® 

For many years the Assyrian church went its own course. The four 
gospels in their combined form (Diatessaron) had formed the nucleus of 
die sacred writings. To these and Acts Paul’s fourteen letters were added; 
whether or not Tatian had translated them into Syriac is by no means as 
certain as many modern statements would suggest. A list from about 400 
Aj>. gives these nineteen (by this time the separate gospels were beginning 
to displace the Diatessaron) and adds the word, “This is all.”®® Not until 
the first quarter of the fifth century were any of the Catholic epistles in use, 
and then only James, I Peter, and I John A century later the remaining 
four epistles were translated together with the Revelation of John. But 
even then many Syriac-speaking Christians preferred the earlier translation 
with its more limited list. 

Eusebius followed Origen in attempting to be faithful to the varying at- 
titudes of different branches of the church. In addition to these writings 
which were either “acknowledged” or “disputed”®® were the “spurious** 
(nothot) or “rejected,” which induded the Acts of Paul, Hermas, the Rcvcla- 

Hom> in Jos. vii,! (quoted by Wcstcot^ On the Canon of the 'New Testament, 7th cd., p. 
368). 

••in tins list I limothy is accidentally omitted. 

* Namely in the Peshitto, for an account of which sec pp. 501-503. 

••The latter included James, Jude^ II Peter, and H and III John. 
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doc of Peter, Barnabas, the Didache, and “perhaps the Revelation of John ” 
It is not without interest to observe that he follows his preceptor Origen in 
ignoring I Clement, although Clement of Alexandria had used it along 
with the other Catholic epistles. Just as in the East there was a distinct 
animus against the Reveladon and at least a coolness toward many of the 
Catholic epistles — for example, Chrysostom used but three of the Catholics 
and rejected Reveladon; Theodore of Mopsuesda ignored all eight — so in 
the West for many years there was a tendency to accept only two or three 
of the Catholics and to reject Hebrews entirely. In fact, Hilary of Poitiers 
(died 367 Aj>,) was the first in the West to accord Hebrews a place in 
Christian Scripture. But gradually these difficulties were ironed out. The 
prestige of names like Augustine, Jerome, and Athanasius was great. The 
letter of Jerome to Claudianus Postumus Dardanus well reveals the grow- 
ing attitude to uniformity and suggests that the story is drawing to a close. 
In this letter, written in 414 aj>., he remarks: 

This is to say to our friends, that this epistie which is inscribed “to the He- 
brews” is received not only by the churches of the East, but also by all church 
writers of the Greek tongue before our day, as of Paul the apostle, although many 
think it is from Barnabas or Clement. And it makes no difference whose it is, 
since it is horn a churchman, and is celebrated in the daily readings of the 
churches. And if the usage of the Latins does not receive it among the canonical 
Scriptures, neither, indeed, by the same liberty do the churches of the Greeks 
receive the Revelation of John. And yet we accept both, in that we follow by no 
means the habit of today, but the authority of ancient writers, who for the most 
part quote each of them, not as they are sometimes accustomed to do the apocrypha, 
and even also as they use rarely the examples of the profane books, but as canonical 
and churchly.®® 

Nearly a half-century before, Athanasius of Alexandria in his famous Festal 
Letter had listed the writings of the Old Testament and of the New. The 
latter list agrees precisely with the twenty-seven writings in use today. Fol- 
lowing the lists he remarks: 

These are the springs of salvation so that the thirsty may be filled with the 
utterance within them. In these alone is proclaimed the good news of the teaching 
of true religion. Let no one add to them nor remove aught from them. Concerning 
them did the Lord in shame of the Sadducees say, do err, not knowing the 
Scriptures,” and exhorted the Jews, “Search the &riptures because these are they 
which bear witness of me.” But for the sake of greater accuracy this also I add, 
writing of necessity, that there arc other books apart from these, not to be sure in 
the list (jccoH>vtf6/x€va ), but produced by the fathers to be read by (to?) those 
who arc on the point of coming forward to be instructed in the word of true 
religion: the Wisdom of Solomon and the Wisdom of Sirach and Esther and 
Judith and Tobit and the so-called Didache of the Apostles and the Shepherd. 


Episf, 129. 
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And nevertheless, beloved, although the former are in the list and the latter are 
read, there is absolutely no mention of the secret writings (tojp aToKpi<f>o)v) , 
but they are a contrivance of heretics, writing them when they will, bestowing 
upon them and adding to them times in order that they may have the excuse 
for deceiving those as yet undefiled by producing them as though they were 
ancient. 

These utterances, however, were not revolutionary. Bishops and clerics 
then as now rarely set the fashion. They simply affirm in ponderous tones 
what the majority of their constituents are taking for granted. The councils 
obediently ratified what the churches had decided, and penalized any varia- 
tions. Thus the third Council of Carthage in 397 aj>. declared that “none 
except canonical writings were to be read in church under the tide of di- 
vine Scripture.” But even yet no absolute agreement existed. Still some in 
the East omitted one book or another. In the West Cassiodorus (560 aj).) 
revealed his conservatism by omitting four of the Catholic episdes and also 
Hebrews.^® Though a native of Italy, he may well have l^en influenced 
in part by his Syrian forbears. On die other hand, the Ethiopian church 
preferred a long list of thirty-five books. But these were simply aberrations. 
The work had been done; and it had been done by the end of the second 
century. From then on it is to be remembered that not only had a very 
general agreement been reached as to which books belonged in the canon, 
but, far more important than that, the revolutionary view had become ortho- 
dox that in this canon distinctly Christian writings had their place. 

For a thousand years after the age of the councils there was litde or no 
new work. Then in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries new investigations 
were started in the course of which it became all too clear that the position 
of the earlier disputed seven (Hebrews, Revelation, James, Jude, II Peter, 
II and III John) was none too solid. Erasmus (1466-1536) raised cautious 
questions about Hebrews, Revelation, II and III John. Luther (1483-1546) 
placed James, Hebrews, Jude, and Revelation in a distinctly lower class than 
the other twenty-three. Others, like Karlstadt (1480-1541), CEcolampadius 
(1482-1531), and Calvin (1509-1564), showed clearly that they fdt ^ less 
awe toward these “disputed” books than to the others. For the Roman 
church the Council of Trent (1546), although not a general coimcU, uttered 
the final word (although its word regarding the “authentic text” caused 
no little scholastic heartburn).^ Partly to defend the Word, but more par- 
ticularly to oppose the reformers, it declared the Old Testament (including 
the Apocrypha, that is, Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Ecdcsiasticus, I and II Mac- 
cabees) and the New Testament sacti ct canonici^ and invoked a curse on 

de Inst. dip. litt. 3dT,2. Some scholars would dispute this statemenl^ duce some texts add 
Hebrews. 

" See pp. 501 £, 
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all who failed so to regard them. The concluding words of the decree are 
of interest: 

If, however, anyone does not receive the entire books with all their parts as they 
are accustomed to be read in the Catholic Church and arc found in the old Latin 
Vulgate edition as sacred and canonical, and knowingly and wittingly despises the 
aforesaid tradition, let him be anathema. 

Although for the multifarious branches and twigs of Protestantism there 
can be no such convenient pronouncement, the matter is as surely closed. 
Occasionally “shorter Bibles” continue to make their appearance; now and 
then some enthusiast gets a brainstorm and plans a new Scripture which 
will include all the things of value in all the sacred writings of the various 
religions. Some of these undertakings are not without value, but it would 
appear that the twenty-seven writings which were hammered out on the 
primitive anvils and scrutinized and tested for many years by many groups 
before they received their final approval, that is, unquestioning use, will 
continue for many a decade for better or for worse to occupy the place they 
achieved. 



Chapter XLVl 

MANUSCRIPTS AND MEN 


Brief mention has already been made of the reason for the study of the text 
of the various New Testament writings, namely, the fact that the original 
books themselves, technically known as autographs, are not (known to be) 
in existence and that in their place are thousands of copies, many in Greek, 
more in other languages into which at different times the Greek had been 
rendered/ As will be mentioned presendy, occasional tiny papyrus frag- 
ments dating perhaps from the second and third centuries have been dis- 
covered. Their value is immense, but they preserve but a few verses and 
are of litde significance for reconstructing the text as a whole. To this there 
is one exception. In 1931 the discovery of a group of papyri obtained in 
Egypt by A. Chester Beatty was announced. The iscovery of these papyri, 
twelve in number, throws a great deal of new light. Three of them, dated 
by experts in the third century, contain substantial parts of the whole New 
Testament. One of these originally contained all four gospels and Acts, 
another the Pauline episdes, a third the Revelation of John.^ Save for these 
various papyri the oldest manuscripts are not earlier than the fourth century. 
Two of them, B and Kj in many ways the most valuable textually as wdl 
as the oldest, are generally dated in the fourth century. Perhaps fifteen more 
may be dated in the fifth or sixth century. The great bulk of Greek manu- 
scripts giving in whole or part the New Testament, rather more than three 
thousand in number, arc much later. 

All of them were of course written by hand. Thus it is not surprising 
that no two of them are identical. In the first place it is humanly impossible 
to copy any considerable piece of writing without introducing many un- 
intentional changes. Recently I had occasion to transcribe a paragraph- Upon 
rereading it I discovered I had written “Jerusalem” for Rome. What men- 
tal quirk caused that error must be referred to the psychologists. Some years 
ago I prepared typewritten copy of proposed courses for the seminary 
catalogue. In the description of one of the courses it was unfortunately 
necessary to write “Reading of the Greek text will not be required.’’ The 
catalogue appeared with its surprising information, “Reading of Greek 
textbooks will not be required.” Here the apparently unintentional altera- 
tion of “text” to “textbooks” had introduced the intentional deletion of 

^At lids time pp. 206, 208 should be reread. 

•For thdr sigiiificaiice sec pp. 470, 487. 
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‘*the.” But these examples— and the list could, of course, be indefinitely ex- 
tended — embraced errors in copying perfectly legible printed or typed copy. 
In the case of ancient manuscripts many other elements enter the picture. 
Words were not written separately, but with unspaced letters. Thus it was 
very easy to make faulty divisions in copying. For example, an ancient Latin 
text read . . . palam includi; turpia enim, but the letters PALAMIN- 
CLUDITURPIAENIM . . . were regularly misdivided palam includitur 
pia enim. One editor “corrected” pia to piacula! The child who misread 
THISISAWORMDONOTSTEPONIT as “This is a warm doughnut; step 
on it” unconsciously illustrated a type of error as old as writing. Another 
common error was the accidental repetition of a letter, syllable, word, or even 
a whole phrase. Thus the Latin side of one bilingual manuscript reads 
et repleti sunt et repleti sunt omnes spiritu sancto-^ surely the words et 
repleti sunt are to be deleted as an accidental repetition, technically called 
dittography. The opposite of this, that is, the failure to repeat, as writing 
a single “verily” for “verily, verily,” is even more common and is known 
as kaplography. Occasionally this occurs in the midst of a word;^ not infre- 
quently the habit of writing common words as abbreviations leads to the 
same confusion. At times it is impossible to say which reading was the 
original, which the correction. The reading which several manuscripts give 
in Matt. 27:17, “Whom will ye that I release unto you? Jesus Barabbas, or 
Jesus who is called Christ?” is a case in point. The name Jesus was regu- 
larly written as a two-letter abbreviation. In this sentence the syntax would 
demand the accusative case. This abbreviation would then be the same 
as the last two letters of the preceding word “to you.”® Are the few manu- 
scripts which preserve the strange reading correct and the change of “Jesus 
Barabbas” to “Barabbas” due either to haplography or to the notion that 
the letters in question were a dittograph and so (intentionally) cancelled? 
(The horizontd line which was regularly written above abbreviations could 
thus easily have been mistaken for the dot a corrector wrote above a letter 
to be deleted.) Or is the shorter reading the correct one and the reading 
“Jesus Barabbas” due to dittography and the resultant expansion of the 
repeated two letters into the proper name Jesus? Both views find their sup- 
porters. Another very common error is due to two phrases of identical form 
in the copy. When mechanically copying, it is very easy for the scribe hav- 
ing copied through the first to let his eye fall on the second when he looked 
back to his examplar and thus to omit the intervening material. This error 
is known as homoioarcton if the two phrases begin alike, homoioteleuton if 
their endings are identical An excellent example is found in Codex B. In 
John 17:15 the text reads, “I pray not that thou shouldest take them jrom 

*Lakc, The Text of ike New Testament, 6th p. 3. 
example, for exerefjoffem 
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the world, but that thou shouldest keep them from the evil one,” But the 
scribe let his eye slip from the first “from the” (k roC) to the second, thus 
omitting the intervening material and resulting in the amazing prayer, “I 
pray not that thou shouldest take them from the evil one.” 

All of these types of error are timeless and are possible even when operat- 
ing 'with printed texts. Another class — and a very annoying one — was the 
peculiar property of handwritten manuscripts, although once this error had 
been made it became a part of the text. This is known as the marginal 
gloss. Occasionally a scribe would write some comment of his own in the 
margin, much as a certain type of reader annotates his books. The annotator 
might be the scribe himself or some later reader. He might simply write 
his comment or he might mark the word or phrase and opposite his mar- 
ginal observation place the same symbol to show the connexion. A later 
scribe copying that manuscript (more or less mechanically) would see the 
marginal word or phrase and might well think that it had been accidentally 
omitted by the original scribe and later inserted either by him or by the 
professional proof-reader (diorthotes) , The result would be that the copyist 
would insert it as a part of his text, and thus the extraneous reading 
might well continue as the reading of all subsequent descendants of that 
particular manuscript. Marginal glosses are of different kinds. Sometimes 
they arc merely synonyms of unusual words; at other times they are com- 
ments. It has already been suggested® that the words, “the publican” (Matt. 
10:3), are such a gloss intended to refer to James, and which were in- 
corporated by a later hand in the wrong place. Others have seen the 
words, “Sinai is a mountain in Arabia,” as a scribal gloss which eventually 
got into the text in Gal. 4:25. It is not necessary to mention the other ex- 
amples which one scholar or another has thought he has detected. Then 
there is what is known as itacism. Strictly this means the substitution of 
the Greek letter iota for other vowels, but it is commonly used to cover the 
various misspellings due to similar pronunciations of vowels. Many vowels 
and diphthongs came to be pronounced alike; the result is that frequent 
alterations are only too common. These corruptions could arise when the 
scribe was copying a manuscript and reading it aloud to himself. But that 
was not the only way manuscripts were copied. Frequendy several scribes 
would work in the same scriptorium^ writing from the dictation of a reader. 
As a consequence many variations, especially itacism and other misspellings, 
were easily introduced, particularly if the scribe was inattentive. Particu- 
larly frequent and annoying are Ae variants “you” and “we” {bfuh and 
which came to be pronounced alike. The first task of the textual 
critic is to remove as many as possible of these errors from the individual 
manuscripts. Some, of course, arc obvious; others are by no means easy to 
discover. Similar but different errors would arise in the manuscripts of the 

•Pp. 400 £. 
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versions. One example may be mentioned. For years Barnabas was known 
only in Latin translation. In 4:9 occurred the words Sicut dicit filius Dei 
*'Resistamus . . (“thus says the Son of God, ‘Let us resist etc.’”). No 
such traditional word of Jesus was known. When the Greek manuscript 
was discovered (which beside the Old and New Testament contained the 
text of Barnabas as well as of Hermas) it was found that the reading was 
“unless we resist as becomes the sons of God,”^ At once the difficulty was 
explained. The perplexing dicit filius was seen to be a corruption of decet 
filios, and so not a saying of Jesus at all. Here is a confusion which could 
arise only in Latin, not in Greek. On the other hand, there are other cases 
which could give rise to confusion in Greek but not in Latin. For example 
“God” (regularly written in abbreviation ©S) could easily be confused 
with the relative pronoun (OS). In Latin this particular uncertainty could 
not occur, as DEUS (DS) and QUI bear no resemblance to each other. 

So far we have been considering unintentional alterations. But scribes not 
infrequendy sought to correct some mistake they fancied they had dis- 
covered or to simplify something not easily understood. These intentional 
alterations are legion and are due to various causes, such as hopeless ob- 
scurity (often through the emergence of unintentional alterations), the de- 
sire to smooth up mistakes, harmonization of one writing with another 
where both gave the same incident or saying in similar but different lan- 
guage. This last is particularly common in the text of the gospels. There 
was the tendency (sometimes it was apparendy unconscious) to make the 
two accounts identical either by inserting a phrase into the shorter or by 
accommodating the phraseology of the one to the other which the scribe 
preferred. Although Mark, as we have seen, was the earliest of the four 
and provided the framework for Matthew and Luke, Matthew soon sur- 
passed Mark in popularity at least in some circles. The consequence was 
that frequendy the text of Mark was brought into conformity to that of 
Matthew. One example may be cited. On p. 392 I suggested that the word, 
“For if ye forgive men their trespasses, your heavenly Father will also for- 
give you,” which Matthew appends to the Lord’s Prayer,® was apparendy 
taken by him from Mark 11:25. To this word he provides the balanced 
opposite (Matt. 6:15). The interesting thing to observe is that some manu- 
scripts of Mark have this Matthaean addition as Mark 11:26; that is, the 
Markan text has been intentionally harmonized with that of Matthew. Or 
again intentional alterations not infrequendy were due to doctrinal likes 
or dislikes. Occasional examples have been cited in the earlier discussions 
of the several writings of the New Testament and reference has been made 
to the changes introduced by such figures as Marcion. A notorious case is 
to be found in the several rival readings in Matt, i :i6. Another not so well 

* 4 ds» vpkveL vtMS $eov, Sorriorrca/xe^, 
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known occurs in John 1:13. Here the Latin Ms. b and the writings of 
Irenasus and Tertullian have the reading, ‘'who was born,” indicating that 
on doctrinal grounds a slight alteration of the text had been made to make 
John attest the virgin birth. 

Not infrequendy unintentional and intendonal alteradons unite, that is, 
an accidental change occurs which introduces a difBcuity which a later 
scribe attempts to remove. Souter® cites an excellent example from Juvenal 
{Sat. 8,148). The poet certainly wrote: 

w i ^1 „ ... y wl > 

Ipse rotam adstringit sufflamine tnulio constd, 

that is, “The consul, himself a muleteer, with dragchain binds the wheel.” 
The comparadvely uncommon word tnulio was misread multo. This in- 
troduced no difficulty in meaning. “With mighty dragchain” was tolerable. 
The metre, however, was thrown out. A later scribe observed this infelicitj 
and sought to remedy it. Naturally it never occurred to him to substitute 
mulio for multo. He observed, however, that by changing the order of the 
two words, sufflamine multo, the limp in the metre would be removed. 
This he did and the resulting corruption, 

Ipse rotam adstringit multo sufflamine consul, 

s-x 

persisted for centuries. This is a particularly good illustration of the fact 
known by every textual critic that intentional alterations are almost in- 
variably wrong and often remove the original mistake in such a way as 
to make its discovery by scrutiny of the individual manuscript impossible. 
It is only by the comparison of manuscripts (into some of which the par- 
ticular error did not chance to go) that it can be detected. Thus it should 
be clear that the removal of obvious errors from individual manuscripts is 
but one step toward the goal of the textual critic, namely, the recovery of 
the text which the original authors penned. 

The next step is to compare the various manuscripts and to arrange them 
in families or classes. This vrill not only serve to reveal many errors which 
would otherwise pass unnoticed, but often to explain others which, while 
observable, might have arisen through various corruptions. But even more 
important, the arrangement of individual manuscripts into families relieves 
immensely the burden of trying to operate with thousands of individual 
manuscripts. Obviously if B, C, D, and E can be proven to be mere copies 
of A, it is unnecessary to concern oneself further with B, C, D, and 
In drawing up the genealogies of separate manuscripts various dues arc of 
value. The most certain is technically called community of error^ If several 
manuscripts have a common mistake, it evidences a taint in the blood or, 

^The Text and Canon of the Neia Testament, pp- iii f. 

^These letters are chosen arbitrarily here and do not refer to any particular manuscript. 
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to speak theologically, inherited guilt. In this way it is in general possible 
not only to arrange the manuscripts into families, but to detect which are 
ancestors, which descendants. Of course very frequently it will become clear 
that several manuscripts stand in the relation of brothers, and that the father 
has disappeared. The text of the missing parent can be reconstructed with 
reasonable probability by attributing to him all the sins which his children 
possess in common, but freeing him from those which are not the common 
possessions of them all. Each child, unfortunately, has his own peccadillos. 

In theory this is easy; in practice it is far more complicated, for scribes 
did not always copy direct from one manuscript to another, but from sev- 
eral, sometimes following one, sometimes another. Thus allowances must 
be made for what the critic calls mixture. The result is of course an eclectic 
text. But mixture occurs in other ways, too. A manuscript may be (and gen- 
erally was) corrected. At times the scribe himself would introduce the 
alterations as he was writing. At other times it would occur later at the 
hands of subsequent readers or correctors. One example will suffice to illus- 
trate. It is now generally agreed by textual critics that about the beginning 
of the fourth century a revision of the text was made, probably in Antioch, 
to bring the various widely differing texts which had arisen during the 
previous centuries into conformity, and thus to provide a standard or ec- 
clesiastical text. This revision speedily became very popular, and by far the 
majority of later manuscripts attest its sway. We shall have to consider its 
value later. For the moment the important thing to be observed is its effca 
upon earlier manuscripts in use at the time of the revision. Manuscripts 
cost money. Even though the new and authoritative text was desired by 
this or that church or monastery, it was not practical to throw their copy 
away and buy a new. Instead it is highly probable that the old manuscript 
would be brought to a near-by church which had a copy of the approved 
text, compared with it, and numerous corrections made by erasure, altera- 
tion, or marginal changes. Naturally all the changes would not be made. 
Slight alterations of spelling or of order might occasionally seem insignifi- 
cant or be overlooked. Then if this partially “corrected** manuscript chanced 
later to be copied, the alterations would go into the copy being made, and 
the resulting manuscript would have a distinctly mixed text. Now it is to 
be remembered that this would be happening frequently and in different 
centres. The various correctors would not happen to make the same cor- 
rections. Furthermore, even though a standard text had been made, no 
two copies of it would be in entire agreement, for scribes were human 
and fallible. Hence the phenomenon already referred to that no two copies 
in existence arc precise duplicates. Despite all these difficulties which con- 
front the critic and which require the most profound knowledge not only 
of manuscripts and of the common errors of scribes, but of church history 
in its broader aspects, the patient endeavor of experts has made long strides 
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toward accomplishing this second step. As new manuscripts are discovered 
or older ones are edited, it is possible to place them in their proper niche. 

But this too is but another step, important though it is. It is now neces- 
sary to compare the ancestors of these various families or classes. By antici- 
pation it may be remarked that critics today are in general agreement that 
there are three or four main groups into which the various families fall, 
although there is no entire agreement as to the exact lines, and some, nota- 
bly Canon Streeter, in accord with his theory that each important ecclesiasti- 
cal centre produced its own characteristic local text, are inclined to see even 
a larger number of distinct types. Discussion of these various types, be they 
three or five, may be reserved for the moment. The next step in the process 
which I have been trying to sketch is the comparison of ie ancestors of 
the various groups. Naturally these ancestors, technically known as the 
archetypes^ do not exist, but can, as has been indicated above, be recon- 
structed with reasonable certainty from the common agreements of their 
various heirs. The next step is obviously a comparison of them, for, if the 
genealogical tree has been correedy made, the variants in each particular 
case have all resulted from alterarion of the original. Frequendy of course 
all the reconstructed archetypes agree; those readings are in all probability 
original. The problem comes when there are disagreements. Which reading 
is to be considered original.? Obviously the number of the manuscripts at- 
testing the one reading or the other is not particularly significant, for in 
theory at least the number of children and grandchildren a particular man 
or manuscript has had is not necessarily in proportion to the purity of his 
blood. The genealogical method demands that the rival readings of the 
archetypes be dispassionately compared, heedless of the comparative clamour 
their progeny can raise. To decide between readings two types of evidence 
are important: intrinsic and transcriptional probability. By intrinsic proba^ 
bility is simply meant: Which of the variant readings is it die more probable 
the author wrote? Obscure or ungrammatical constructions are not neces- 
sarily wrong. He may have written that way. In fact, the tendency of 
scribes to try to remove obscurities would, as will aj^iear in an instant, often 
suggest that such a reading is probably correct. On the other hand, the ob- 
scurity may have been due to unintentional error by some copyist, and 
hence wrong. Thus intrinsic probability, while a valuable tool, is also often 
an uncertain one. It is only when the one or other is strongly to be pre- 
ferred as intrinsically the more probable that it is much good. Transcrip- 
tional probability, on the contrary, has to do with the habits of the scribes, 
ir,, which of the rival readings is probably due to scribal error? In deciding 
that, several criteria arc valuable. Years ago Bengd, one of the great critics, 
laid down the criterion: proclivi scriptioni preestat ardua, that is, ‘‘the harder 
reading is to be preferred.” When stated absolutely this is often faulty, for 
a reading may be so “hard” that intrinsic probability is clearly against it 
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Errors due to homoioteleuton may produce sheer nonsense. I£, however, one 
can be reasonably sure that the variations can be explained as due to in- 
tentional alteration, then Bengel’s canon is of value, for the tendency of 
scribes was to smooth out the text, not to make it more difficult. In line with 
this criterion is another: “Prefer the shorter reading.” This, too, must be 
used with care. Its overuse has brought protests from many competent 
critics, notably those operating with classical texts, who point out that not 
infrequendy dae scribe tended to omit the superfluous and to condense. Be 
that as it may, in the New Testament it not infrequendy holds. As has 
already been remarked, the shorter text of Luke’s story of the Last Supper 
is distinedy more likely to be the original, for it is inconceivable that had the 
text contained the familiar words, “which is given for you . . . which is 
poured out for you” (Luke 22:i9b,2o), which so exaedy agreed with early 
practice, it would have been omitted. Or again there can be no question 
that the words, “For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, 
for ever. Amen,” were added at a later date and not omitted by those 
manuscripts which do not carry them. More important, however, than either 
of these two criteria is a third which may be easily stated, although it is 
not always easy to apply it; “That reading is to be preferred which most 
completely explains the variants.” That is, if of several rivals only one is of 
such a character that it is possible to see how by various plausible altera- 
tions or variations each of the other readings could have been produced, 
the probability that that reading occurred in the autograph is very high.^^ 
It is conceivable that occasionally it would be impossible to decide between 
rival readings. In that case generally the decision would have to be on the 
basis of which part of the apparatus had the highest average of primitive 
readings. 

Our final step may be briefly mentioned. After the various individual 
manuscripts have been cleansed of obvious errors, have been arranged into 

^So excellent an example o£ this is found in Luke 19:37 that I venture to mention it, in 
part to whet the appetites of those who unfortunately in school considered Greek a dispensable 
luxury: 

(1) Xtfpi TocorcoP (ay etSoy Swap^ecay 

(2) Tept vcevTcay oy aSoy dvyoc/i^cap 

(3) Toyraty eay eidov y«yonefcav 

(4) vepi Trcar<ay toy eiSoy yiyotX€y(av dvpoifxecap 

(5) Tceyresp (ay &Zov 

(6) Omit 

The reasons for considering (5), although attested only by a Syriac verrion, the original are as 
follows: All combinations of the neuter veanosy and feminine ^ocfi&av are xinlikcly. Bwafxttav 
was probably a marginal gloss to explain what “all things” meant. This became incorporated 
as part of the text Tccyreav was replaced by x-aor&jv to improve the grammar, yetyofimfcav (note 
die itacism) was a variant expansion. (4) is obviously a later blend. (6) was apparently a 
counsel of despair caused by the various claimants- Thus on the assumption that (5) was the 
original all the variants can be accounted for; this would be true for none of the others, par- 
ticularly for (i), which is approved by most modem editors as well as by the bulk of the 
manuscripts. 
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families, and their conjectured archetypes compared, occasionally there will 
be readings which are either obviously wrong or at least suspicious. There is 
no further criterion available in such cases. If a further step is to be taken, 
it can only be a guess as to what the original reading was. This process is 
technically known as conjectural emendation. Editors differ as to the jus- 
tice of printing such resultant readings. It is easy to lean over backward here, 
for it may well be that some of the readings which now have strong manu- 
script support were originally conjectural emendations by early scribes 
whose knowledge of textual matters was far less solid than that of modern 
scholars. On the other hand, there is no tool that should be used with 
greater care. Once the critic becomes enamoured of it, all restraint vanishes 
and all difficulties sweedy yield. Subjectivism at its worst is sure to result. 
Personally I should be most loath to indulge in it. It appears to me a far 
safer policy to indicate such suspicions by symbols suggesting “probable 
primidve corrupdon.” If the editor feels it imperative to add his guess as 
to the source of the error, he can do so in the form of a plainly marked 
marginal note. This may be ultra-conservadve; at least it will avoid many 
pitfalls and prevent textual criticism from being turned into guesswork. 

It has already been remarked that with one exception the earliest copies 
of the New Testament— save for occasional tiny fragments— come from the 
fourth century. Nor is this surprising. It was not undl that dmc that parch- 
ment came into general use. Previously papyrus had been the almost uni- 
versal material, and papyrus was a perishable substance in all save very 
dry climates. The story of the preparation of papyrus for the market — the 
cutting of the stem into sections, die splitting of these sections lengthwise 
into strips, the building up of the sheet by two layers glued together and 
pressed until dry, the smoothing with mallet, scraper, and pumice— need 
not be told here in detail, Pliny gives a full and detailed statement in his 
Natural History^^ which is readily available, while most of the books on 
textual criticism treat the subject fully.^® Although the papyrus sheets were 
normally glued together to form a continuous strip perhaps thirty-five feet 
in lengdi, written on one side, with the two ends glued to rollers upon 
which it was rolled up, it became increasingly common to form codices, 
that is, books, by folding the single sheets once through the middle to 
form four pages. This more convenient codex gradually ousted the roil 
which was inconvenient to handle and wasteful, since but one side was 
to be used. Although the roll remained standard in most circles until the 
fourth and fifth centuries, Christian writers appear to have used the codex 

Hist, xiiijii and 12(20-26). 

^ An excellent statement is given by Kenyon, Booths and Readers in Greece and Rome, tso- 
gether with a great deal of oUier informatton about ancient books, thrir preparation, appearance, 
and use. 
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regularly in the third century. The Chester Beatty papyri, already referred 
to, suggest that even in the second century it was known and at least oc- 
casionally used by Christians. But at best it was perishable, and, since it 
was not practical to fold the narrow and britde sheets in both directions, 
it gradually yielded to the more convenient parchment or vellum made 
from the skin of goats, sheep, antelopes, calves, and swine. Vellum — dis- 
tinctly different from tanned leather— -was made from carefully washed 
skins which were scraped to remove all flesh and hair, rubbed vdth pumice, 
and dressed with chalk. Both sides (called technically the recto and the 
verso') could be used; furthermore, they could be laid up in quires as in 
modern books. Although parchment did not supplant papyrus overnight, 
the fourth century saw its decline. It is reasonable to suppose that our two 
earliest manuscripts (B and ) were actually among the earliest to be 
written on vellum. The fact that they are written in three and four columns, 
respectively, to the page suggest that they were copied from papyrus rolls 
(not codices) which regularly employed the narrow column. Gradually it 
became recognized that a wider column was more convenient. In the fifth 
century Codex A two columns were employed. This soon became normal 
in the large vellum codices, although occasionally a manuscript (as D) had 
but one wide column to the page. 

Although the codex could hold far more than the earlier roll, only in- 
frequently were copies of the whole New Testament made in the early 
days. To be sure cojnes still exist. B, A, and C originally contained not 
only the whole New Testament but the Old as well. These were distinedy 
rare and obviously produced for wealthy individuals or churches. It was 
not until the twelfth or thirteenth century that such comprehensive codices 
became common. In their stead were those containing the gospels, the 
Acts and Catholics, the letters of Paul, and the Apoedypse, Some have 
combinations of these, as Acts and Paul and the like. 

The first thing that catches the eye of the student who for the first time 
examines ancient manuscripts is the difference in the styles of writing. Some 
manuscripts were written in capital letters, others in a flowing connected 
hand akin to our type of writing. The difference is significant, but since 
it has not infrequendy been unduly stressed a brief statement is wise. Until 
about the year 800 aj >. books were written in what is called the uncial 
hand, that is, in capital letters not connected with one another (and of 
course with no spaces between words). Although this was the regular literary 
hand, it was not the only type of writing, as a glance at the thousands of 
papyri show. From the earliest times there existed also a flowing or cursive 
hand, commonly employed for non-literary purposes. It is highly probable, 
as a matter of feet, that early copies of some of the Christian writings may 
have used it, although no definite evidence exists. It is at any rate probable 
that Tertius employed it when writing at Paul’s dictation to Rome. But 
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in the ninth century a new and elegant type o£ flowing hand was invented 
which speedily supplanted the older uncial literary hand. This did not hap- 
pen overnight. Uncial manuscripts continued to be made for two centuries — 
in fact, the majority of uncials which we have are from this period of 
change — but the new literary cursive hand, connected with ligatures, had 
come to stay. It is becoming increasingly common to reserve the term 
‘‘cursive” for the older non-litcrary flowing hand, and to use the term 
‘^minuscule” to refer to the new literary form of connected writing. 

For over two hundred years it has been customary to distinguish be- 
tween manuscripts by employing totally dissimilar symbols for the two 
styles of writings. Uncial manuscripts are regularly referred to by the capi- 
tal letters of the English, Greek, and Hebrew alphabets. The order of let- 
ters does not indicate the comparative age, but the time of discovery. Thus 
Codex Alexandrinus was known and named before the older Vaticanus 
and so received the letter A. Codex Sinaiticus, one of the oldest manuscripts 
in existence, was not discovered until the middle of the last century. Since 
the early letters of the English alphabet were exhausted it was christened 
(Aleph) the first letter of the Hebrew alphabet. It might have seemed 
expedient to refer to minuscules by the small letters. This, however, was 
not done, and, fortunately, for a tiny fraction of them would soon have 
exhausted all the alphabets. Small letters— a, b, c, and the like— are instead 
used for a totally different purpose, piz., to refer to manuscripts of the 
Old Latin versions. Instead, Greek minuscules are referred to by Arabic 
numbers. Nor arc they chronologically numbered. For example, i is a 
twelfth-century minuscule containing the whole New Testament save the 
Revelation, 1739 a much older (tenth-century) codex now containing the 
Acts and the episdes. One difSculty with this nomenclature is that it is often 
misleading. Thus D is used not for one manuscript, but for two; one, 
Codex Bezae, containing the gospels and Acts, the other, Claromontanus, 
containing the letters of Paul. B is used not only for the fourth-century 
Vaticanus, but for the totally different eighth-century manuscript of Revela- 
tion, which to be sure is now coming to be referred to by the new symbol 
046 to avoid confusion. Among the minuscules the confusion was even 
greater. These were arbitrarily numbered on the basis of gospels, Acts, Paul, 
and Revelation. Thus not only could the same number refer to (parts of) 
four different manuscripts, but a manuscript containing all four parts could 
have thus four different numbers, A further infelicity of this system is that 
it throws into unnatural relief the difference between uncials and minus- 
cules, and gives the natural impression that the former are vasdy more 
significant. As a matter of fact, after the sixth century the value of a manu- 
script is by no means in proportion to its age, and the text of a minuscule 
may be, and not infrequendy is, of distinedy greater value than that of an 
nnrialj equipped with an imposing-looking capital letter though it be. 
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To remedy this confusion two different systems have been propounded. 
The one by von Soden is a radical change and completely ignores the dis- 
tinction between uncials and minuscules. Instead it indicates the age and 
content of the manuscript. This ingenious but complicated system does not 
appear to have gained any large number of supporters. For the critic knowl- 
edge of it is essential to enable him to use von Soden s apparatus. The 
student who desires to learn it will find it described in detail in the first 
volume of von Soden’s own work^^ and clearly summarized by Lake.^® 
The other system was proposed by Gregory,^® and embodies the minimum 
number of alterations consonant with clarity. All uncials are given num- 
bers, the first digit of which is o, and are printed in full faced type, as 01 or 
0161. The more familiar of the uncials, although they have their number, 
will probably continue to be cited by letter. The minuscules are similarly 
brought into one list. Gospel manuscripts regularly retain their old numbers; 
those containing other parts have in general new numbers assigned. It is to 
be hoped that this nomenclature will be universally adopted in new publica- 
tions.^'’^ Gregory provides a full table of the old numbers and their new 
equivalents. This makes available older studies as Tischendorf’s famous 
eighth edition, which followed the older system. 

Although it would of course be impossible and senseless to print here a 
description of all the known manuscripts, a few of the more valuable may 
be briefly described. The great majority of known manuscripts contain es- 
sentially the same text, viz,, that referred to on p. 480 as produced in the early 
fourth century. Hence it is totally unnecessary to print the full list of manu- 
scripts attesting a particular reading. What is desired is to know the rival 
readings of the various families of manuscripts. Generally this is obtained 
by citing the leading authorities for each type. Only when the best wit- 
nesses in each group differ among themselves is it of value to cite their less 
illustrious relatives. 

Of the fragments of Greek papyri, save for those that bear the name of 
Chester Beatty, litde need be said. Until their discovery the oldest fragment 
was the one in the University of Pennsylvania. This is dated from the third 
century and contains Matt. 1:1-9; 12,13,14-20. In Gregory’s notation it is 
A still older fragment, P. Ryl. Gk. 457, has been published by C. H. Roberts,’*-® 
who dates it in the first half of the second century. It is of great interest to 
note that it is a fragment of a codex (not a roll) and thus, if this dating which 
has approved itself to such an expert pakeographer as Kenyon be accepted, 

“ Vie Schriften des Neuen Testaments^ Vol. I, Part i, pp. 37 iff. 

“ The Text of the Keu/ Testament, pp. 89 f. 

"^Die griechischen Handschrijten des Neuen Testaments. 

^’'This is being done in the admirable new publication, Novum Testamentum Grace, by 
S. C E. Legg, which is intended to do for our generation what Tischendorf’s notable edition did 
for his. The first volume (Mark) has appeared. Others arc in preparation. 

“ An UnpuBUshed fragment of the Fourth Gospel, 1935 . 
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affords confirmatory evidence to the existence of Christian papyrus codices in 
the second century. Its content is so small (John 18:31-33,37-38) that it is of 
small value as a witness for the text, but its importance is none the less tre- 
mendous both to the textual and literary critic. Another Christian gospel 
fragment, P. Eg. 2, is also dated provisionally in the second century. Since 
it is not a part of any of the four canonical gospels, it is unnecessary to de- 
scribe it in any detail. A full description is given by its editors^^ and also 
their hypothesis as to its nature. Von Dobschiitz’s convenient revision of 
Nestle’s Introduction^^ lists thirty-one other papyrus fragments, including 
the fourth century which contains the largest amount of text (save in 
the Chester Beatty papyri) yet discovered, namely, Hebr. 2:14-5:5; 10:8-11:13; 
II 28-12:17. To this list others are constantly being added. 

The three Chester Beatty papyri containing sections of the New Testament 
have all been dated from the third century. They arc written by different 
scribes in widely divergent hands. Thirty leaves of which originally 
held the gospels and Acts, are extant and contain a few verses of Matthew and 
large blocks of the other four works. At first, only ten leaves of the 
Pauline codex, were foimd. Later thirty more leaves were published by the 
University of Michigan. Scarcely were those published when word came that 
Mr. Beatty had acquired forty-sis more. As a result no less than eighty-six 
leaves of the original 104 of this manuscript, a century older than any other 
known copy, were made available to students of the Pauline text. Hebrews 
surprisingly enough follows Romans in this collection. This would appear 
to indicate that this generally disputed writing was held in high esteem m 
Egypt in the third century. After these two come the other letters in the un- 
precedented order: I and II Corinthians, Ephesians, Galatians, Philippians, 
Colossians, I Thcssalonians, The last seven leaves are still missing. What their 
contents (save II Thessalonians) was can only be conjectured. Philemon 
and the Pastorals could not have been compressed into so small a space. Of 
containing the Revelation, ten small leaves containing 9:10-17:2 remain. 
These provide a welcome addition to the relatively slim collection of codices 
of this writing. All three of these papyri have already been published.^^ In 
this excellent study the complete text with convenient apparatus is printed 
together with careful introductions and singxilarly judicious preliminary dis- 
cussions of the types of text which they seem to present. That they will have 
to be considered in all subsequent discussions of the early textual forms is 
certain. 

The first of the vellum manuscripts in uncials to be mentioned is Codex 
Vaticanus, regularly known by the symbol B. It is universally regarded as 

" Bdl and Skeat, Fragment of an TJnknoum Gospel, 1935. 

*E. von Dobschutz, Bberhard NestWs 'Einfuhrung in das griecMscke Neue Testament, 1923, 
pp, 85 f. 

“■F. G. Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Bihlkal Papyri, 1933-1936* 
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written in the fourth century, probably in Alexandria. It originally contained 
both Old and New Testament, but the last folios containing the end of 
Hebrews, I and II Timothy, Titus, Philemon, and the Apocalypse (?) have 
been lost, and the text breaks off at Hebr. 9:14. It is a sumptuous manuscript, 
nearly square in shape (lo^^xio inches), written with three narrow columns 
to the page. The New Testament section was written by two different 
scribes. Several correctors have worked on it. One of them (generally dated 
in the tenth or eleventh century) re-inked it, and left untouched the letters 
which he wished to change. He also added breathings and accents. Westcott 
and Hort considered it by far the best wimess to the original text, called by 
them the Neutrd, Although subsequent critics have been inclined to consider 
Hort’s estimate of its purity a little high, its preeminence is still generally and 
deservedly conceded. It is, however, to be noted that in the Pauline letters 
the text is not of precisely the same nature as in the gospels. Acts, and Catho- 
lics, but has a distinct Western element, if it be proper to speak of a Western 
text outside of the gospels and Acts.®^ Moreover, it is to be remarked that 
whenever the readings of B are supported by other witnesses, however few, 
their claim is insistent; on the contrary, its “singular,** that is, unique, read- 
ings, although rarely to be described as stupid blunders are far less impressive. 
Closely associated with B is the four column H (Codex Sinaiticus), now 
the great show piece of the British Museum. The romantic story of its dis- 
covery nearly a century ago by Tischendorf is so generally known that it 
need not be repeated. He naturally prized it very highly. The essential differ- 
ence between the text of his ibmous “dghth edition** and that of Westcott and 
Hort is due to the fact that K was for him the guide as was B for the British 
editors. It too is to be dated in the fourth century, perhaps a little later than 
B, and to be seen as coming from Alexandria. Although a luxurious codex, 
it is more carelessly written than B and contains many dialectical peculiarities 
and not a few crude errors. Its text is distinctly mixed, although its base is 
plainly Neutral. Like B its singular readings rarely approve themselves. Sev- 
eral correctors have worked on the manuscript. Of these one group, styled 
which worked between the fifth and seventh centuries, is by far the most 
important, and, according to Lake, who published a sumptuous photographic 
edition of this manuscript in 1911, introduced the majority of the corrections. 
Unlike B, the whole text of the New Testament is preserved. In the Old 
Testament it is now not complete. In addition to the canonical books it con- 
tains both Barnabas and Hennas. The relationship between B and K has been 
often debated. Hort’s dictum, that the supposition that they have a text in any 
one book or chapter of the New Testament which is derived from a single 
near ancestor falls to the ground, is generally allowed today. In addition to 
the variatioa of text the faa that the order of the books of the New Testa- 
ment is different is significant. In B, as has already been suggested, Acts and 
•“Sec bdow, p, 493. 
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the Catholic epistles precede Paul; in they follow. The guess which has 
been often hazarded that since B and are written with three and four 
columns to the page, respectively, they are two of the fifty manuscripts which 
Eusebius says he was commissioned to have made for Constantine^ would 
not appear to have any basis in fact. 

Second only to B and « in interest is D, the bilingual Codex Btzz. This 
manuscript is perhaps to be dated from the fifth century, although the older 
scholars placed it a century later. It is really two manuscripts: the successive 
left-hand pages are Greek, the right Latin. This latter is not to be regarded 
as a translation of the companion pages, but as having had its own independ- 
ent history, although evidencing the same general type of text. The exact 
relationship between the two has not been thoroughly decided, although it 
has been the subject of much discussion. Perhaps it is safest to say that each 
side has influenced the other. The Latin side (referred to by the small letter d) 
is one of the witnesses for the so-called Old Latin versions (sec below), that 
is, the Latin text current before the official revision made by Jerome at the 
behest of Pope Damasus, and known today as the Vulgate. D is written on 
large pages (10x8 inches) in single columns with lines of unequal length. 
The lines are written colometrically, that is, are “sense-lines,'^ divided with 
an eye to producing units of thought. This type of writing, often employed 
by classical authors, is not uncommon in New Testament manuscripts. Un- 
like B and Hy D did not originally have the whole New Testament In addi- 
tion to the gospels and Acts it originally contained at least some of the 
Catholic episdes since on the page immediately preceding Acts stand the 
closing verses of III John. Approximately sixty-six pages which originally 
stood after the gospels have been lost. It has been occasionally assumed that 
these contained the Apocalypse and three Johannine letters, to form a sort of 
corpus johanncuniy as the text of those four writings would approximately 
fill (as the seven Catholic episdes would not) the conjectured missing pages. 
If the order of the gospels in this manuscript had been that to which we are 
accustomed, that is, with John just before these other Johannine writings, the 
argument would perhaps be more impressive. Instead the gospels occur in the 
so-called Western order, that is, Matthew, John, Luke, Mark. D's real claim 
to interest is not its age, but its type of text. It is distinedy diflEerent from that 
of B and ^ and is the best example of the type of text which most critics call 
Western, More must be said later of this type of text, the crux of modern 
discussion; suffice it to say here that on the whole it is a fuller and more dis- 
cursive text. Most (but by no means all) critics regard it as inferior to that of 
the other old undals, but yet as a text which at a very early time achieved an 
immense popularity. That D was written where Latin was known is obvious 
from its Latin partner d. The place of origin has generally been assumed to 
be Gaul, that is, southern Francev since it was discovered in the ancient dty 

*En8cbius, Vita Comstandm 
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of Lyons. Ropes inclined to Sicily as its place of origin. The various argu- 
ments are summarized by him in his altogether admirable edition of the 
text of Acts^^ and need not be repeated here. 

L (Codex Regius) is another very interesting and important manuscript. 
It contains the four gospels, with parts of Matthew, Mark, and John missing. 
Although carelessly written, and not earlier than the eighth century it has a 
very good text, distinedy like that of B but often forsaking the text of the 
latter to agree with readings also found in Origen. Hort considered it one of 
the best two witnesses for the text he styled Alexandrian^ but which today 
many critics would prefer to call modified Neutral, Of the readings which ap- 
pear to be grammatical and stylistic betterings of the type of text of which 
B is the best example L has the largest share. It is also of interest as being one 
of the few uncials to give the shorter ending of Mark. This stands after Mark 
16:8 and is followed by the so-called longer conclusion (Mark 16:9-20). To 
each conclusion stands a note : “These also are somewhere current*’ and “And 
there are these also current.” Hort believed that the exemplar of L had only 
the shorter conclusion. It would appear to me that the scribe did not con- 
sider either authoritative. 

The discovery of the significance of 8 (the Koridethi gospel codex) has 
been spoken of by Streeter^** as “comparable in importance to that of or 
the Sinaitic Syriac.” While rather later than those already described (save L) 
it may be mentioned here. It was not until long after its discovery in a remote 
Caucasus valley that its full text was made available to scholars. Even more 
recendy Lake has shown that with five valuable but puzzling groups of 
minuscules^® and to a measure the Georgian version it forms a definite 
family. These seven witnesses frequendy disagree among themselves, but the 
disagreements are due to the fact that id have been corrected by the ecclesi- 
asdeii text which became dominant in the fourth century. No two of them 
have precisely the same corrections. If these readings be removed, their 
common nature is at once apparent It is becoming increasingly common to 
refer to this type of text as Casarean^ following the lead of Canon Streeter. 
Not improbably this was the type of text which Eusebius used for the fifty 
manuscripts he had produced for the emperor (see p. 489). The scribe — ^Dr. 
Blake of Harvard thinks he was a Georgian — ^was by no means familiar with 
Greek. Since the Greek letters arc drawn rather dian written, there is no 
criterion available for purposes of dating. It may perhaps be placed in the 
seventh or eighth century. 

W, or as it is often styled the Washington or Freer manuscript from its 
place in the Freer Collection of the Smithsonian Institution, is of the greatest 
importance. Its 374 pages contain the four gospels in the so-called Western 

“ The Text of Acts, Vol. HI, pp. Ixiii-Ixviii in the edition by Jackson and Lake, The Bcgm-^ 
nings of Christianity. Subsequent references to Ropes in this chapter will be to this volume. 

The Four Gospels, p. 79. 

•*Fam. I, fam. 13 (the “Ferrar group”), 28, 565, and 700. 
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order, as does D. It was written in either the fourth or the fifth century, 
perhaps in Egypt. Prof. H. A. Sanders, who has edited this manuscript, has 
shown that it is of by no means uniform text throughout. In fact this is one 
of its chief values, since it provides samples of the various rival texts even in 
the same books. In Matthew the text is distinctly hyzantine or Ecclesiastical, 
Mark 1:1-5:30 is thoroughly Western^ while it is not precisely that of D, it is 
almost identical with the Greek text underlying the African Latin version to 
be found in e. The rest of Mark is classified as Ccssarean by Lake. John and 
the first seven chapters of Luke are mainly Neutral, while the remainder of 
Luke, like Matthew, is Byzantine, Thus it would appear that W is an earlier 
witness to the Ecclesiastical or Byzantine text than the writings of Chrysostom 
who is usually cited as the first to bear witness to the text that was to lay its 
blight upon nearly all extant copies. Furthermore, it stands as an ally of D, 
long considered the only Greek witness to the debated Western text. 

Mention must now be made of A (Codex Alexandrinus) which has been 
the longest and best known of all the Greek uncials. Like B and it origi- 
nally contained both Old and New Testaments. In addition it has I and II 
Clement and originally carried the Psalms of Solomon. It has usually been 
dated in the fifth century, but there seems no compelling reason against a 
somewhat later date. Although it has been known for more than three hun- 
dred years as Alexandrinus because it had been in Alexandria during the 
years that Cyril Lucar (who later presented it to Charles I of England) was 
patriarch, there seems little direct evidence to connect its origin with that city. 
Modern critics arc inclined to the view that it came originally from Con- 
stantinople and was taken by Cyril Lucar to Alexandria from Mount Athos. 
A note in Latin by the hand of Cyril connects it with a Christian woman 
named Theda. The note is of interest, but raises more questions than it 
solves: 

This book of sacred Scripture of the New and Old Testament, as we know from 
tradition, was written by the hand of Theda, a noble Egyptian lady, about thirteen 
hundred years ago, shordy after the Council of Nicca. The name of Theda at the 
end of the book was erased, but with the blotting out of Christianity in Egypt by 
the Mohammedans the books of Christians at the same time were reduced to the 
same condition. Therefore though the name of Theda has been dotted out and 
tom away, memory and recent tradition preserve it. ^iCyrillus Patriarcha 
Constantin. 

Like W its text is by no means uniform. In the gospels it is distinedy Byzan- 
tine, although with a mixture of Western readings. Since Matt. 1:1-25:5 is 
not extant, the discovery of W, which in that gospel has essentially the same 
text, was peculiarly fortunate. The Western element is smaller in Acts and 
the Pauline letters; in Acts, according to Ropes,^ “corrections from the An- 

^Tke New Testament MSS. in the Freer Collection, 

* Op, cit,j, p. liv. 
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tiochian [Le,, Byzantine] cannot be affirmed.” Its text of Revelation is per- 
haps the best of all extant manuscripts, even as that of is here the least 
trustworthy. It cannot be too often repeated that the student should ever 
keep in mind that when operating with ancient manuscripts it is most unsafe 
to consider them all of a piece. To all intents and purposes they are often 
separate manuscripts. Although A has long been known and, as one of the 
few old complete Bibles, is usually cited early in the descriptive lists in 
modern books, its value is distinctly less than that of those already described. 
In addition to the loss of most of Matthew other shorter lacunae occur. John 
6:50-8:52, II Cor. 4:13-12:7, one leaf from I Clement, and two from II Clement 
are missing. It is of interest to observe that this old manuscript did not contain 
the famous pericope adulter cs. Although, as has just been mentioned, John 
6:50-8:52 is wanting, certainty that this section was not included in the 
missing verses is achieved by calculating the extent of the space missing. In 
contradistinction to D, B, and , which have respectively one, three, and four 
columns to the page, A has two. The hands of three separate scribes are to be 
distinguished in the New Testament pages. Aside from those made either 
by the original scribes or diorthotes the corrections of diis manuscript are of 
little significance. 

Another uncial which originally contained the whole Bible is C (Codex 
Ephraemi or, to give it its full title. Codex Ephraemi Syri rescriptus). This 
manuscript, about the early days of which litde is known, fell into evil 
straits. Most of the Old Testament has perished; of the New only 145 leaves 
remain. It has been calculated that when complete this section contained 238 
leaves. But not only has it suffered mutilation, but, as the title suggests, was 
subjected to the indignity of being erased and rewritten. This type of manu- 
script is technically styled a palimpsest. Due to shortage of materials not 
infrequendy the ink of old manuscripts was removed by washing or scraping, 
and the resulting vellum used again. Occasionally the original ink may have 
faded to such an extent that mechanical means were not necessary. C is such 
a manuscript. In the twelfth century the now extant part was used to hold a 
Greek translation of thirty-eight treatises of St. Ephraem of Syria. Fortunately 
the original writing was in one column to the page, the superimposed later 
text in two. Hence by the use of chemical reagents and the abuse of eyesight 
most of the earlier text has been recovered. Its text, too, is mixed. In the 
gospels its text is in general agreement with that of B and K although by no 
means identical with it, containing as it does both Western and Byzantine 
readings. Lake calls it “fundamentally Alexandrian^* but with clear evidence 
of both Western and Byzantine influence. Much the same can be said of its 
text in Acts and the Pauline letters; here, however, the effects of the Byzantine 
revision are less clearly marked. 

Only a few of the other uncials need be mentioned, and they but briefly. 
The first of these is another manuscript styled D (Codex Claromontanus) or 
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ppfttii ^ distinguish it from Codex Bezae. This sixth-century manuscript, 
which is also bilingual, contains the Pauline letters, athough it has suffered 
some minor losses. Due to the fact that its text shows some of the peculiarities 
exhibited by witnesses (notably D and of the so-called Western text 

of the gospels and Acts, is also generally styled Western. Actually, how- 
ever, it is far from certain that this “paraphrastic rewriting” embraced more 
than the gospels and Acts. One of the values of is the so-called “Cler- 
mont list,” which stands between Philemon and Hebrews and which gives 
the list of (Old and) New Testament writings in the most surprising order : 
Matthew, John, Mark, Luke, Romans, I and II Corinthians, Galatians, Ephe- 
sians, I and II Timothy, Titus, Colossians, Philemon, I and II Peter, James, 
I, II, and III John, Jude, Barnabas, Revelation, Acts, Shepherd of Hermas^ 
Acts of Paul, and Revelation of Peter. Before I Peter, Barnabas, and the last 
three in the list stand dashes. Philippians, I and II Thessalonians, and He- 
brews are not listed, but whether from inadvertence or design can only be 
conjectured. Closely associated with are three other manuscripts. The 
first of these is (Codex Sangermanensis), a ninth-century copy of 

and sharply to be differentiated from the eighth-century gospel manu- 
script, Codex Basiliensis, also styled E, and the sixth (or seventh) century 
Acts manuscript, Codex Laudianus, generally styled E*^, which is bilingual 
and which has a Greek text (itself not Western in base) which has been fre- 
quently brought into harmony with the corresponding Latin text by the 
insertion of the Greek translation of the Latin (Western) additions. 
(Codex Augicnsis), dated in the ninth century and to be differentiated from 
the comparatively imimportant F (Codex Boreeli) of the gospels, is closely 
connected with although probably not a copy of it as Hort maintained. 
This latter, G^“^ (Codex Boernerianus), is a ninth-century Greek copy of 
the Pauline letters (with the exception of Hebrews) and has a Latin version 
written interlineally. It originally was a part of the gospel manuscript A 
(Codex Sangallensis). According to Lake^® D***^"^ and stand in such 
dose relationship as to suggest a dose common ancestor which the more 
faithfully represents. 

Brief mention may be made of two other gospd manuscripts H (Codex 
Petropolitanus) and K (Codex Cyprius). That some sort of relationship 
between them existed has long been realized. Mrs. Lake in her doctorid 
dissertation®® has made a strong case for her view that these are but two of a 
large femily of manuscripts, the archetype of which is not K (which she re- 
dates in the eleventh century) but the ninth century IT. 

Four manuscripts which stand together, not only in type of text but in 
outward appearance, deserve a brief word. These are N (Codex Purptireus 

op. cit., p. 20. 

** SUva Lake, Family n and the Codex Alexandrinus {Studies and Documents V), 1936. Tlie 
student will find this volume a good introduction to the mysteries of text analysis. 
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Petropolitanus), % (Codex Rossanensis), O (Codex Sinopensis, and ^ (Codex 
Beratinus). All four are gospel codices, N carrying fragments of all four, 
^ and S having Matthew and Mark almost complete, while O contains now 
but a fragment of Matthew. They are all sixth-century fragments of de luxe 
editions written on parchment stained a deep purple. The letters of O are in 
gold, those of the other three are silver, although in both N and 5 the names 
of Jesus and God are in gold. 2 is further adorned with miniatures in water- 
colour. All of them had checkered existences; sections of N, for example, were 
in four different libraries until, at the end of the last century, it was acquired 
by the Russian Tsar. In general their text is of the same general type, that of 
the ecclesiastical revision (although while closely allied, shows a distinct 
Western infiltration), and was not until recendy considered of especial inter- 
est, although similarities in N and the famous “Ferrar group” (now styled 
fam. 13) had been noted. More recently Streeter has discovered a genuine 
relationship between N 5 and fam. ©, Le., the Caesarean text. It is not neces- 
sary here to do more than make reference to this important discovery.®^ 

It is unnecessary to mention the remaining uncials. While many of them 
are of interest as well as of importance to the expert, by and large their texts 
are of the later conventional pattern and mention of them would but con- 
fuse the beginner. Full information for the advanced student is readily 
available in the various volumes and monographs intended for the expert. 

Only a small fraction of the known Greek manuscripts are written in 
uncials. Nor is it safe to discount these as later and hence less important. One 
ninth-century manuscript containing the gospels has Matthew and Mark in 
uncials, Luke and John in the minuscule hand. The two parts are respectively 
referred to as A and 566. Another, 579, although of the thirteenth century, 
has a text in Mark, Luke, and John closely akin to that of B and and 
apparently in this section was copied directly from a sixth-century uncial 
manuscript. In Matthew, on the contrary, the text is of no especial interest. 
This is sufficient to illustrate that these manuscripts are not to be weighed like 
potatoes, but to be examined with the same care accorded to the uncials. Of 
the more than three thousand which arc at least partially known it is impos- 
sible to mention more than a mere handful, and unnecessary since the great 
majority of them have a text more or less completely reflecting the fourth- 
century Byzantine revision. A few, for one reason or another, deserve a spe- 
cial word. 33, known since the days of Eichhorn as the “queen of the cur- 
sives,” is of the (ninth or) tenth century, and contains the whole New 
Testament save Revelation. Although influenced to a degree by the Byzantine 
text, it none the less is a close supporter of B and Hort considered its text 
of Acts second only to 81 among the minuscules. This latter codex (formerly 
styled 61) now containing only Acts is an excellent ally of B, although seven 

*^B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels, pp. 575-578, 
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centuries later. In contrast to these two stands the sixteenth-century Testa- 
ment 6i which is of interest chiefly because it is the earliest known Greek 
codex to contain the text about the “three heavenly witnesses” (I John 5 7, 8) . 
It was the discovery of the passage in this manuscript which led Erasmus to 
yield to the protests of his critics and to include the words in his third edition 
(1522). Mention has already been made of the groups called respectively fam. 
13 and fam. i as being related to ® and several other witnesses of what is now 
coming to be known as the Ccssarean text. Fam. 13, called the “Ferrar group” 
after the Dublin scholar who observed that 13, 69, 124, and 346 were very like 
in text, is now believed to have descended from a common uncial archetype. 
In addition to these four, seven others (543, 788, 826, 828, 983, 1689, and 1209) 
are to be joined. All save 69 are of the eleventh or twelfth century; this one 
exception is probably from the fifteenth century. The most-often cited 
peculiarity of this family is that the pericope adulterce occurs after Luke 21 138. 
Fam. I is also of interest although but two of the family (i and 1582) are of 
particular importance, i (formerly dated in the tenth, but now in the twelfth 
century) contains the whole New Testament save Revelation. It was among 
those used by Erasmus to correct his proofs for the New Testament text. 
Unfortunately he sent 2, a much inferior twelfth-century gospel codex, to the 
printers. Had i been employed, the resulting text of his edition would have 
been far better. Associated with i is i", a twelfth-century codex of Revelation. 
It, too, was employed by Erasmus, but while of good text was defective at the 
end (Rev. 22:16-21 being omitted). To remedy this lack Erasmus himself 
translated the Ladn for these verses into Greek. As a consequence the Textus 
Receptus still contains words not found in any Greek manuscript. Since the 
Textus Receptu^^ was the text employed by the translators of the King James 
Version, the stronghold of those who still talk about verbal inspiration, this 
litde eddy of history should give pause — ^unless, of course, Erasmus be some- 
what belatedly admitted to the ranks of the peculiarly inspired. 

1739, a tenth-century manuscript which now contains the Acts, Catholics, 
and Pauline epistles (but which originally probably also had the gospels) is 
of especial importance, not only for its many marginal notes, but also for its 
text. The archetype of 1739 was compiled in a library where the writings 
of Origen, as well as copies of the New Testament, were available. For the 
Pauline letters this exemplar followed an ancient codex containing the text 
of Origen. In Romans, however, the text employed was not drawn from that 
codex, but directly from Origen’s lost commentary on Romans. This demon- 
strable connexion of the text of 1739 in Paul with the text of Origen makes 
this codex perhaps the best witness to the Ongtmzxi-Ccesarean text of the 
Pauline epistles in existence. The text underlying the Acts and Catholics is 

®®The phrase Textus Receptus is due to the remark by Elzevir in his second edition (163$), 
Textum ergo kahes nunc ah omnibus receptum. In no small measure was his optimism justified 
dnee this continued for centuries to be the standard on the Continent just as the essentially 
similar third edition (1550) of Stephanus was for England. 
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of a somewhat different character; yet it too is of prime importance. So far 
as Acts is concerned, there is no trace of Byzantine readings; the text is Neu- 
tral and Western in about equal proportions. This is precisely the formula 
suggested by champions of the Ccesarean text 

Occasionally the value of a manuscript is increased by the later corrector. 
Such a manuscript is 424. This is an eleventh-century copy of all save the 
gospels. The Pauline section (formerly 67) has been corrected in the margin 
presumably from a very old manuscript startlingly akin to B and M. These 
corrections (in Tischendorf they are marked 67’*^*) are of great interest. 

Purple minuscules are by no means unknown. Occasionally their text is of 
interest. Such is 565, a ninth- or tenth-cenmry gospel manuscript written in 
gold, which Streeter styled “the most important ally of so far as Mark is 
concerned.” While 16 is not a purple manuscript, it is a highly decorative 
affair. It is a bilingual (Greek and Latin) gospel codex in which different 
coloured inks arc employed. The narrative sections are in vermilion; the words 
of Jesus and of the angels, together with the genealogies of Jesus, are in crim- 
son. Blue is the colour used for the quotations from the Old Testament and 
for the words of those speakers (the disciples, Zacharias, Elisabeth, Mary, 
Simeon, and John the Baptist) of whom the author approves. The words of 
the Pharisees, Judas Iscariot, the Scribes, the devil, the centurion, the multi- 
tudes, and (perhaps by inadvertence) the shepherds arc in black. Of no im- 
portance textually, it remains a unique and interesting example of scribal in- 
genuity. Two other manuscripts of particular interest may be mentioned — 
2400 and 574. Both have recently been published by University of Chicago 
scholars. The former is the Rockefeller McCormick New Testament, the lat- 
ter the Four Gospels of Karahissar, Both are probably late thirteenth-century 
and were perhaps written by the same hand. Their particular interest lies in 
the plethora of illustrations — seventy-four in the former, sixty-five in the lat- 
ter. In the expert hands of Professor H. R. Willoughby they add an important 
chapter to mediaeval iconography. 

It is unnecessary to mention any more of the minuscules. Notice should, 
however, be drawn to the immensely valuable tmdertaking of the Lakes in 
publishing a series of volumes containing photographs of dated Greek 
minuscules.®® Several volumes have already appeared. These will be of in- 
calculable value in providing criteria for dating the great plethora of manu- 
scripts which are unfortunately not so equipped. 

This brief survey of Greek manuscripts may be concluded with a reference 
to another type of manuscripts, viz., lesson-books or, as they arc more com- 
monly called, lectionaries. The majority of manuscripts have a continuous 
text of the book or books they contain. There are, however, a great number 
which do not, and for a very good reason. One of the chief reasons copies of 

*”K. and S. Lake, Dated Cree\ Minuscule Manuscripts, 1934 0 . 
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the sacred writings were made was to provide books for public readings in 
church. At an early date it became common for a particular section to be 
read on a particular day. Thus the text of the gospels and to a lesser degree 
that of Acts and the epistles came to be divid^ into lections. At first these 
were apparently read from a continuous text. Many manuscripts contain the 
abbreviations of the words “beginning” and “end” ( and indicating the 
start and close of these lections. Eventually, however, it proved more con- 
venient to have them collected in the proper order in separate manuscripts. 
These are the lectionaries. As a general rule they faithfully reproduce the 
text, but with occasional minor alterations. If a section chanced to start with 
the words, “And he said,” this might be changed to the more explicit “And 
the Lord said”; instead of the simple “After this . . frequently is to be 
seen a brief paraphrase to indicate the connexion. As a general rule these 
alterations are obvious and easily removed. Occasionally, however, they are 
deeper seated. The great majority of the lectionaries are of the gospels, and 
are generally called Evangelaria\ others of the Acts, cither with or without 
the episdcs, are styled Apostoli or Praxapostolu As a general nJe they fall into 
three sections giving, respectively, the readings: (i) for the movable year, 
that is, starting with Easter and falling into four divisions; (2) for the fixed 
year, starting with September i and on the basis of months and days; (3) for 
special days and celebrations in the local churdu^* These lectionaries were 
often lavishly illuminated and bound between bejewelled covers. Not infre- 
quendy they were equipped with musical signs to guide the one who intoned 
or sang them. They are very hard to date since they continued to use the 
uncial hand long after it had given way to the minuscule in continuous texts. 
Few, if any, are earlier than the eighth century. Occasionally bilingual lec- 
tionaries, for example, in Greek and Arabic, arc found. It is customary to refer 
to lectionaries by their own series of Arabic numerals, Gregory®® lists 1545 of 
them. It is unnecessary here to refer to any of them individually. Until re- 
ccndy litde attention has been paid to them. It is not inconceivable that they 
might be of considerable value if adequately studied. 

Although it was born in Aramaic-speaking Palestine, Christianity came 
into the Roman world as a Greek-speaking religion; all of its books 'were 
written in Greek. When Paul wrote to the Christians in Rome he vsrote 
not in Latin, but in Greek. But all the world did not speak Greek. Gradually 
even in districts where Greek had earlier been if not the official tongue at 
least understood by all this knowledge lapsed. In other parts Greek was so 
imperfectly known that it could not be used as a medium of intercourse. 
In consequence translation of some of the New Testament writings came 

** This may be conveniendy smdied ia C. R. Gr^iy, Canon and Text of the 'Sew Testa* 
ment, pp. 384-393* 

Die griechischen Uandschriften, pp. 123-171. 
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to be made, in some cases long before the conception of a neu/ Testament 
arose. Of these translations, technically called versions, thousands of copies 
exist and bring their own problems to the textual critic. Not all are trans- 
lations from the Greek. There are many secondary versions, that is, transla- 
tions of translations. Until the time of Tyndale all English translations were 
from the Latin. The Armenian was perhaps made from Syriac; the Geor- 
gian surely from Armenian. The Arabic comes in part from Greek, in part 
through Syriac and Coptic. Obviously the textual value of these lies in their 
witness to the Greek text (or texts) in varying removes behind them. Once 
that text can be determined the same methods of criticism and analysis must 
be employed as those already outlined above. But before that stage is reached 
there are other steps. The same mixture which we saw in Greek manu- 
scripts exists in greater or less degree in the manuscripts of the versions. 
Again it must not be assumed that all in the same language attests the same 
version. To cite but one example: In Latin there are thousands of manu- 
scripts which give in varying degrees of purity the text of the Vulgate, that 
is, Jerome’s revision of the Latin manuscripts of his day. But before Jerome 
there were at least two, perhaps three, distinct types of Latin text whose 
mutual relationship is still not definitely known. Just as many of the Vulgate 
manuscripts embody readings of the so-called Old Latin type, so other 
manuscripts, although basically Old Latin, have been mixed with the Vul- 
gate, In addition it is necessary to determine the quality of the translation. 
Is it a literal translation.? At times the translations are so painfully literal 
that one can be sure of not only the words but the order of the original 
which was being rendered. Is it a more or less free paraphrase.? Thus the 
versions, while immensely valuable, at times being based on Greek exemplars 
older than even our oldest Greek manuscripts, require a high technical 
knowledge on the part of those who would operate with them successfully. 
They have been the subject of much study in recent years. The detailed re- 
sults of these studies is available in the several treatises on the text of the 
New Testament. We must content ourselves here with a bare mention of the 
more important of the versions and a few of the manuscripts which carry 
them. 

Of the primary versions the Old Latin is conspicuous. Apparently it did 
not take its rise in Italy. Here Greek was in common use until the fourth 
century. Paul wrote to the Romans in Greek. The Roman author of I 
Clement also employed that medium. The emperor Marcus Aurelius penned 
his meditations in Greek. The third century Hippolytus wrote his treatises 
in excellent Greek, Outside Italy in the Roman West Greek was also long 
employed, irenaeus of Lyons (in Gaul) used it so far as is known in all 
his voluminous writing. But while in the second and third centuries there 
was not the pressing need of a Latin version in Italy, Sicily, and at least 



MANUSCRIPTS AND MEN 


499 

parts of Gaul and Spain, the situation in the Roman province of Africa, 
taken from Carthage in the second century b.c., was very different. Here 
Latin, not Greek, was not only the official language, but, as Souter styles 
it, “the language of civilisation.” It would appear that here, rather than 
in Rome, the earliest translations of New Testament writings made their 
appearance. Cyprian {ob, 258 aj>.) makes definite and undoubted use of a 
Latin version. Certain indications in the form of his quotations make clear 
that this was of long standing and confirm the hints in the writings of Ter- 
tullian that while the latter habitually made his own translations there was 
available a Latin version with which he was familiar and which he oc- 
casionally employed. Two fourth- or fifth-century gospel manuscripts k and 
e,^® which together contain practically all of the four gospels, have a text in 
substantial agreement with the New Testament quotations which abound 
in the writings of Cyprian. Hence these two manuscripts are usually re- 
ferred to as “African Latin.” The Fleury palimpsest h, a sixth-century 
manuscript containing part of Acts, is also of this general type. Most of 
the Old Latin manuscripts, however, are of a different type. This is gen- 
erally styled “European Latin,” although some critics indine to sec two 
different types here, “European” and “Italic.” Nor is the relationship yet 
dear between the “African” and “European.” Probably the latter is a later 
translation, which is precisely what we would expect. It was only as the use 
of Greek lapsed in the West and as Christianity reached the lower strata 
of sodety that the need arose. But, when it did arise, was it a new translation 
or was it a revision of the older African Latin? There is perhaps a slight 
possibility in favour of the latter. Ropes®*^ makes the plausible suggestion 
that a revision as early as 350 aj). of the African Latin on the basis of Greek 
manuscripts of a non-Western type with a text akin to B k) accounts 
at least in Acts for the rise of the so-called European Latin. Streeter, on the 
contrary, sees in the European Latin text of the gospels “a type of text at 
the furthest remove from that of B.” Of the several manuscripts of the 
European Latin b and a may be mentioned. Like k and e these are fourth- 
or fifth-century gospels in only partial preservation; b apparently occupies 
a central position among its fellows since all agree with it more than with 
one another. Some scholars (notably Burkitt) think that it represents the 
type of text Jerome used as the basis of his revision, a, which may be the 
older of the two, has many “African” readings, which may suggest that it 
stands midway between the text of k and e, on the one hand, and b, on 
the other. These manuscripts evidence the so-called Western text as the 
type from which they came. In fact, they line up with D and as the 

“Manuscripts of the Old Larin arc regularly referred to by small letters, although most of 
them have names, k and c are, respecrivdy. Codex Bobiensis and Codex Palatinus. This latter, 
a purple dc luxe, is to be sharply differentiated from which is the Larin side of E 
(Laudianus) as d is of Bezac. 

“ Op. p. exxi. 
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clearest representatives of this type of text, which, in one form or another, 
was dominant for many years throughout the Christian world. 

From one translation, or, as many would prefer to say, from several 
independent translations, there soon arose a medley of variant readings. 
As Jerome phrased it, in his day there were almost as many types as there 
were Latin manuscripts. And Augustine a litde later gave caustic ex- 
pression to the confusion of the text which had now come to be in general 
use: “Whenever in earlier days a Greek manuscript came into any man’s 
hand, provided he fancied he had any skill at all in both languages he did 
not hesitate to translate it.” Toward the end of the fourth century Damasus, 
then the Roman pontiff (366-384 aj).) decided to bring order out of chaos. 
He directed his secretary, Jerome, to revise the existent texts and to produce 
one which could be used by all. Jerome, apparendy reluctandy, complied. 
By 383 or 384 he had finished the text of the gospels, and in the next year 
the rest of the New Testament. This was not a new translation, but a re- 
vision of the Latin texts on the basis of the Greek manuscripts which ap- 
peared to him the best witnesses to the original text.®® Although the Old 
Latin appears to rest upon a distinctly Western text, the standard by which 
Jerome corrected them was apparently distinedy akin to that of the Old 
Uncials, at least for the gospels and Acts. Instead of the so-called Western 
order (Matthew, John, Luke, Mark) of the Old Latin, he arranged the 
gospels (apparendy following the order of the codex or codices which he 
was using as a guide) in the order of the Great Uncials. His standard for 
the revision of the cpisdes is less certain, and for a good reason. He realized 
the strong opposition that was bound to follow his innovations, and hence 
made as few iterations of the familiar phraseology as possible. In fact, each 
successive book (and this applies even to the gospels themselves) shows a 
lesser degree of alteration. Accordingly, the cpisdes appear to have been 
altered but very litde. This revision by Jerome is known as the Vulgate. 
Jerome did not so designate it. The use of the word in this connexion does 
not antedate the Council of Trent, which determined (see pp. 473 £.) that 
the books were to be read “in the old Latin Vulgate edition.” It is inter- 

After completing the revision of the text of the New Testament in Rome he went to Bethle- 
hem and produced a version of the Old Testament He claimed that this was a new translation 
from the Septuagint on the basis of the hexaplaric text the 6fth column of Origen's Hcxapla. 
Whether this was a fresh translation or simply a revidon of the Old Latin text to this standard 
is not certain, for Jerome’s statements about his own achievements cannot always be relied upon. 
At any rate, tins work convinced him of the need of a fresh translation from the Hdjrew. This 
he made. This translation, save in the Psalms, b the Old Testament Vulgate. He produced three 
editions of the Psalms, known respectively as the Roman, Gallican, and Hebrew Psalter. The 
Roman was made in Rome while he was at work on the New Testament^ and like the latter 
was simply a revision of the Old Latin. Thb revision never had much vogue. The Gallican 
vras a part of hb translation (or revision) of die hexaplaric text. Tlus was gradually adopted and 
b today the text of the Psahns in the Vulgate. The Hebrew Psalter was part of hb translation 
of the Old Testament from Hebrew. It never succeeded in ousting the more popular Gallican 
Psalter and has never been used to any great extent 
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esting to observe that the text o£ this “Old Latin Vulgate” had not been 
exactly determined when the council made its famous decision. A half- 
century later (1590) Pope Sixtus V made an edition of the Latin text and 
announced that it was the Vulgate to which the earlier council had re- 
ferred. But this edition proved unacceptable. Two years later his successor, 
Clement VIII, caused a new edition to appear, but to avoid embarrassment 
had the fact that it was a new edition concealed. Hence this edition of 1592 
is known as the Sixtine Vulgate and continues to the present day as the 
official text of the Roman Communion. As has been remarked in another 
connexion, “In life, as in chess, bishops move obliquely.” 

Probably in official circles Jerome’s revision was at once received. But 
in many circles conservative souls were lacerated. Augustine, who appar- 
endy himself accepted it,®^ was aware of opposition to it and told Jerome 
of one bishop who was put into an awkward posidon by his flock, who 
were outraged at the effrontery of one who would change God’s holy word. 
Every editor and translator has caused similar pain to similar persons. 
No manuscripts of the Vulgate have come down which preserve the text 
without alteration, although it is possible to reconstruct it for the gospels 
and Acts with reasonable confidence. Mixture and confusion between the 
Old Latin readings and the Vulgate were inevitable. It is comparatively easy 
to identify Vulgate manuscripts of the gospels, for they generally carry 
the prefatory letter which Jerome wrote to Damasus as well as the Eusebian 
Canons^® which he employed. Many of the Vulgate manuscripts are re- 
ferred to by abbreviation of their names, as am. (Codex Amiatinus), 'written 
in England in the eighth century and perhaps the best witness to Jerome’s 
text, and juld. (Codex Fuldensis), written for Victor of Capua in the middle 
of the sixth century. The gospels of this manuscript contain the text of 
Jerome put in the form of the Diatessaron of Tadan, that is, with the four 
gospels skilfully interwoven into one condnuous narradve. Many other Vul- 
gate manuscripts are referred to by their own Arabic numerals. 

The next versions to be referred to are the Syriac. The discoveries of 
recent years have greatly enriched our knowledge of the history of the text in 
Syriac-speaking churches of the East. Until recendy it was believed that not 
later than the third century—probably in the second— there had been made 
a Syriac translation which was in wide use. This translation, called the 
PesMtto, was of the same textual type as the Textus Receptus, and hence 

**This has been doubted on the basis oJE a remark by him that among the various translations 
the ‘*Itala*’ is to be preferred. This has given rise (i) to the custom of referring to the Old Latlii 
itself as the Itala, (a) to the designation as “Itala” of a type of text different from both the 
"African” and "European” Latin. Probably by it Augustine meant Jerome’s revision. This 
probability is heightened by his word just quoted that "in earlier days” there had been a general 
tendency for each to make his own translarion. 

"See p. 507> n. 49 . 
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the Peshitto was, to use Sanday’s phrase, the “sheet anchor” for those 
who refused to believe that the Textiis Receptus was based not on the 
primitive text, but on the later (fourth century) Byzantine or ecclesiastic 
(or as Hort called it Syrian^^) revision. Now it is generally admitted that 
the Peshitto was neither a new translation nor made in the second century, 
but a revision made at the behest of Rabbula, the bishop of Edessa, in the 
first part of the fifth century. Prior to his time the Syriac churches used 
the gospels in the continuous harmonized form of the Diatessaron which 
Tatian had made about 170 aj>., probably first in Greek and then later 
translated for his compatriots into Syriac. Unfortunately, no copy of this 
important work exists, although an Arabic translation of it and the Codex 
Fuldensis mentioned in a preceding page probably preserve its general order. 
The commentary of Ephraem the Syrian (pb. 373) was on the Diatessaron 
and is an aid to the reconstruction of its text. All the quotations of the fourth 
century Syriac fathers show that Tatian’s work was almost universally em- 
ployed. Although the Syriac church, as such, employed this form of the 
gospels until the fifth century, it is none the less clear that a version of the 
separate gospels prior to the Peshitto did exist and that the Peshitto was 
in part at least a revision of this text. The reason for this assumption was 
the discovery of two fragments of Syriac gospel manuscripts. One of these 
was found in 1842 west of Cairo. Its significance was not realized for 
several years, and it was not until 1858 that it was published. It is now 
known as the Curetonian Syriac (Syr^’^) and contains fragments of all four 
separate gospels. This was considered by many as a degenerate form of 
the Peshitto until in 1892 another Syriac fragment of a fourth-century 
palimpsest (the upper writing was late eighth century) was discovered by 
two English women at Mt. Sinai. This fragment (Syr®^“) was studied by 
Professor Burkitt and found to be dearly related to the Syr®"*^, although an 
older and better witness to what is now called the Old Syriac text. Al- 
though many of the problems are still to be solved, it is clear that a Syriac 
text of the separate gospels did exist well before the time of Rabbula, and 
that this text had a curious resemblance to that of the AJfrican Latin, but 
that it was by no means widely used. The discovery of the Armenian text 
of Ephraem’s Commentary on ActSy which also shows the same relation- 
ship to that of the African Latin, further indicated that while Ephraem did 
not employ this text for the gospels, it was used by him in Acts. It is not 
impossible that this type of text was made in the third century, perhaps 
in Andoch, and that while to a degree influenced by the Diatessaron did 
not prevail against it. In Acts, however, since it was without rival, it proved 

^ The use of the word Syrian for this revision is unfortunate, for it suggests a connexion with 
the Syriac church or versions, which of course it did not have and which Hort did not intend 
to imply- In the English translation of Julichcr’s Introduction, p. 624, this error is made in the 
rendering, “a late Syriac text, more and more widely distributed from the year 350 onwards.” 
Here the translator not unnaturally misunderstood “spatsyrischen.” 
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more acceptable. Did it in Acts depend upon a possible Syriac translation 
of Tatian’s.? Did Tatian also translate some at least of the Pauline epistles? 

Rabbula, bishop of Edessa (411-435), apparendy ordered a revision of 
the Syriac text in accord with available Greek manuscripts. Since appar- 
endy one of his purposes was to supplant the Diatessaron it appears to me 
probable that the basis of his revision was the Old Syriac text of the separate 
gospels, the Acts, and Pauline letters. Particularly in the case of the gospels 
his revision reflects the type of text called Byzantine, which had been made, 
presumably in Antioch, rather more than a century before, and which had 
become accredited. Thus his translation was in general not a fresh trans- 
lation. The word “in general” is wise since apparendy now for the first 
time the three Catholic epistles, I John, I Peter, and James, were rendered 
into Syriac. The Peshitto became the standard version of the Syriac- 
speaking church (/>., the Assyrian) and caused the speedy downfall of the 
Diatessaron, although at first vigorous measures were apparendy necessary. 
The remark of Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus for many years {ca. 423-458), 
is here of interest: 

He [Tatian] composed also the gospel called the Diatessaron having cut out 
the genealogies and the rest of the passages which prove that the Lord was born 
of the seed of David according to the flesh. Not only those who were of his own 
seed but those who follow the apostolic doctrines used it, not perceiving the 
wickedness of its composition, but in great sincerity using it on account of its 
brevity. I found myself more than two hundred copies of it held in high esteem 
in our churches, and, having collected them, laid them aside and in their stead 
introduced the gospels of the four evangelists.^^ 

Despite these strong-arm measures the Diatessaron continued to be known 
until the Middle Ages, being highly prized, for example, by the Nestorians. 
Many manuscripts of the Peshitto exist which preserve the text with 
amazing fidelity; some of them are from the very century in which Rabbxila 
laboured. 

In 508 the Peshitto was revised by Polycarp of Hierapolis at the direction 
of his bishop Philoxenus. Why he made the revision (called the Philoxenian) 
can only be conjectured. Not only was the text of the Peshitto revised, but 
the other four Catholic epistles (II Peter, II and III John, and Jude) and 
Revelation were for the first time rendered into Syriac. Perhaps this was 
not considered a new version. At any rate, no manuscript of it is known 
to exist, and only the text of the five additional books has come down to us. 
A century later (616) this revision was itself revised near Alexandria by 
Thomas of Harkel, who had been expelled from his bishopric in Syria. 
Of his work on the gospels he wrote as follows: 

The book of the four holy gospeb was translated • • • in the city of Mabog 

^Harei. Fab. i,20. 
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Hierapolis) in the year o£ Alexander of Macedon 819 (z.e., 508 a.d.). • , . 
Afterwards it was collated with much difficulty by me, the poor Thomas, by the 
help of two (or three) maniiscripts in Antonia of the great city of Alexandria in 
the monastery of the Antonians; ... it was again written out and collated in 
the aforesaid place in the year of the same Alexander 927 (/.<?., 616 a.d.).^® 

Ropes has characterized this translation (styled the Harclean) of the twenty- 
seven books as a “painfully exact imitation of Greek idiom and order of 
words, often in disregard of Syriac modes of expression, and so completely 
and conscientiously carried through that doubt scarcely ever arises as to the 
Greek text intended by the translator.”^ In the gospels this revision is based 
on a distinctly Byzantine text; in Acts the readings of the margin — ^he em- 
ployed an elaborate system of diacritical marks — arc of far greater interest 
than that of the text and afford one of the best witnesses to the so-called 
Western text of Acts. Unlike the Philoxenian, many manuscripts of the 
Harclean are extant; one of these containing the gospels is dated in the 
seventh century, another in the eighth. In the apparatus of Tischendorf the 
Harclean is referred to as Syr® (/>., ‘'posterior'*)^ the Peshitto as Syr®®*' (after 
Schaff, one of its earliest editors). 

Of the Egyptian versions, or, as they are usually styled, the Coptic, a brief 
word may be appended, although the subject brisdes with uncertainties. In 
Alexandria itself versions were of course unnecessary, since Greek had been 
the official tongue from the days of Alexander the Great Outside of Alex- 
andria it was another story. As Christianity worked down to the lower 
strata — ^and particularly primitive and degraded strata they were — versions 
became necessary. Two of these versions in different but allied dialeas are 
of significance, the Sahidic and the Bohairic. Of these the Sahidic or, as it 
was formerly called from the dty of Thebes in Upper Egypt, the Thebaic, 
was apparendy the older and may be dated in the early fourth, or perhaps 
even the late third, century and is generally regarded the earliest Egyptian 
version. Although the text is distinedy like that of B the presence of 
many Western readings has led many scholars (notably Lake) to the as- 
sumption that it was based on a mixed text in which both Western and 
Neutral were found. Ropes, on the contrary, feels that at least for Acts 
the basis was a Western text almost completely corrected by a manuscript 
like B. It is of interest that in the gosp^ Matthew and John are more 
closely akin to B than are Luke and Mark. Does this suggest that in the 
original Sahidic version the Western order of the gospels occurred and that, 
as is often the case, the reviser became increasingly less thorough as the 
task continued? Coptic is written in Greek characters. A recently discovered 

J. G. C. Adlcr» Nopi Testamend Versiones Syriacee, pp, 47 f. 

** Op, at., p. dviL 

a fifth centuiy bningiul (Greek-Sahidic) set of fragments of Luke and John, is said to 
have a text "identical srath that found in BL** (Streeter). 



MANUSCRIPTS AND MEN 


505 

manuscript in the Sahidic dialect is written in a hand so similar to that 
of B that it has been assigned to approximately the same date. 

The Bohairic or Memphitic was the dialea of Lower Egypt, that is, 
near Memphis in the Delta. This version is surely later than the Sahidic, 
perhaps as late as 700, although as Ropes remarks, “a date earlier in the 
seventh century, not too long after the Mohammedan conquest, is not un- 
likely.*’ Manuscripts of this version do not antedate the ninth century. On 
the whole they appear to indicate a text of the type which Hort called 
Neutral and with very few readings which may safely be styled Western, 

Of the other versions litde need be said. Few men are competent to express 
opinions. Regarding the Ethiopic there is no concensus of opinion. Souter^® 
classes it as a secondary version, and expresses himself most cautiously as 
to its value: “According to some, at least, who know the Ethiopic version 
well, it is valueless for the purposes of New Testament textual criticism.” 
Ropes, on the contrary, with the support of Lake, considers it an inde- 
pendent version made from the Gre^ and later revised by the aid of the 
Arabic. Of its value he remarks: “The excellence and usefulness of at least 
many parts of the Ethiopic text of the Old Testament and the character of 
its New Testament readings in Matthew i-x, justify the expectation that an 
investigation of this version in Acts and the other parts of the New Testa- 
ment would produce interesting and valuable results.**^^ All the manuscripts 
are late. 

The last two versions to be named, the Armenian and Georgian, may be 
mentioned together. Until recently litde attention was paid to either, for they 
appeared to be secondary or tertiary versions. Recent investigations, notably 
by Dr. Blake of Harvard, one of the few living scholars to know Georgian, 
have revealed some extraordinary facts. These are crisply summarized by 
Lake: 

The facts which we propose to put forward are these: The Georgian version, 
probably made in the fifth century, is the best single witness we possess to the 
type of text which we call Cxsarean, but wbidi is also found in more or less cor- 
rapt form in some half-dozen Greek manuscripts. Since it was used by Origen 
in Caesarea it was in existence in the third century. The Georgian version, how- 
ever, is not directly translated from Greek manuscripts, but from Armenian; and 
the Armenian, which we possess at present in two forms, has been so heavily cor- 
rected to the standard of later texts that it would never have been regarded as 
Caesarean had it not been for the Georgian version. Until the present the general 
opinion of Syriac and Armenian scholars has been that the Armenian version was 
trandated from Syriac and not from Greek. But if so^ the Armenian version, whidi 

“ The Text and Canon of the Netu Testament, p. 73. 

" Qp. cit„ p. odviL 
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was Caesarean in type, as is proved by the Georgian version, must be a translation 
from a Syriac of the same character, and no such Syriac is now extant.^® 

With this statement of the type of surprise which the textual critic may 
expect and which illustrates how he may be compelled overnight to revise 
his tentative conclusions we can conclude this imperfect sketch of the 
versions. It need hardly be said that this brief description is not intended 
to equip students to handle them; it has been written simply to reveal 
some of the problems and to prevent them from feeling entirely lost when 
they chance to read modern discussions of the text of the New Testament. 

We have seen that the critic who would dream of the eventual reconstruc- 
tion of what is approximately the original text of the various New Testa- 
ment writings must concern himself with far more than the various Greek 
manuscripts which have made their appearance through the centuries. At 
a time certainly as early as any extant Greek manuscript versions were in 
widespread use, and some of the manuscripts of these versions are, to 
put it conservatively, far closer in point of time to the formation of the 
versions themselves than are even the earliest Greek manuscripts to the 
autographs of the several authors. But we can go a step further. From 
the earliest days Christian writers quoted, at times extensively, from the 
writings which we call the New Testament The books of many of these 
writers — ^today we call them the Fathers—are in existence. Why, then, are 
they not of great value in revealing the texts of the “Bibles” and other 
revered “Scriptures” which these Fathers knew and used.? Obviously they 
are, and these patristic citations constitute a third division of the critic’s 
apparatus criticus. But a moment’s reflection reveals that the matter is not 
so simple as might first appear. In the great majority of cases we do not 
have critical editions of the Fathers. Our texts of them are from manu- 
scripts which are themselves copies. Hence all the inaccuracies to which 
scribes were prone are introduced, nor can we assume that the same rev- 
erence which may well have characterized the attitude of the scribe as he 
copied sacred writings was felt as the writings of the ancient worthies were 
reproduced. Again, we must make allowance for the fact that in their copy- 
ing of this Father or that there would be a distinct tendency to make his 
Scriptural quotations “accurate,” that is, in agreement with the text which 
the particular scribe knew and reverenced in his Bible. And finally, not 
infrequently, as we have repeatedly seen, the Fathers quoted from memory, 
and not infrequently their memories were at least hazy. Not only when 
their Scripture was in the form of long rolls would it have been both awk- 
ward and tedious to have unrolled them to verify each quotation; even 
when codices were available there were no convenient divisions into chap- 

^ “The text of the Gospels” in Studies in Early Christianity, edited by S. J. Case, p. 41. 
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ters and verses,^® no indices or concordances at hand to make reference 
easy. 

None the less, the value of the testimony of these quotations is very great. 
Not only do they throw light on the comparative date of the various types 
of texts, but on their geographical distribution. As has already been re- 
marked, the fact that Cyprian and to a lesser degree Tertullian quote a type 
of text distinedy akin to that found in k and e warrant calling that type of 
Latin version “African.” Just as most Greek manuscripts after the fifth 
century reveal a striking agreement of text which leads textual critics to 
prize in general only the readings of those manuscripts which difEer from 
the run of the mill, so by the fifth century the Fathers too, show evidence 
of a widespread and generally accepted text. Hence those after the fifth 
century are of little value to the critic interested in probing back to the earlier 
days. Before Chrysostom, who died 407 aj>., all the Fathers, save for some 
in Alexandria, appear to have used texts which were of the type generally 
styled Western today. The African group already referred to (Tertullian, 
Cyprian, Novatian), another group of those who while residing in the West 
stemmed from the East and wrote in Greek (Justin, Marcion, Irenseus, 
Hippolytus), a group of eastern Fathers who also wrote in Greek (in- 
cluding Eusebius of Caesarea), others in the East who wrote not in Greek 

" The division o£ the various books into modern chapters is probably to be ascribed to Stephen 
Langton, an archbishop of Canterbury who died in 1228. A little later Hugo of St Caro made an 
additional division of these chapters into sections lettered A 6 C D. In the sixteenth century 
Robert Stephanus invented the modern division into verses — ^his son Henri says his father did it 
inter equitandum, “while riding” — and they first appear in his edition of 1551. In the early 
days occasional divisions were made, among which were the so-called “Vatican sections,” which 
attempted to follow the breaks in the sense. Eusebius of Caesarea, following an earlier attempt 
by Ammonius of Alexandria, made it possible, when reading the gospels, to tell which sections of 
a particular gospel were unique, which to be found in some or all of the other three; and by an 
ingenious set of tables, called the “Eusebian Canons,” enabled the reader to turn to the various 
parallels. This was accomplished by dividing each gospel into sections of varying length and by 
numbering them consecutively in the margin. In Mattiiew there are 355, in Mark 236, in Luke 
342, in John 232, Under this number (of course expressed by Greek letters) is another from i-io. 
This indicates in which table that particular section is to be found with its parallels, if any. Thus 
opposite the story of the dove at the baptism of Jesus in Matthew is to be found <.e., • 

Turning to canon i, which contains those sections common to all four gospels, and looking down 
Matthew’s list to 14, we find opposite it in Mark the letter signifying 5, in Luke 13, in John 15. 
IViraing to each of these gospels and looking in their margin to their fifth, tiiirteenth, and 
fifteenth sections, respectively, we find the parallel passage. Considerable ingenuity must have 
been demanded in ihe divisions of the gospels into these sections. This had to be done not 
in accord with a logical sense division but with an eye to its absence or presence in the other 
gospels. As soon as this situation changed in the slightest — it might be in the midst of an 
incident after only a few words or it might be after two pages — a new section starts. Many 
manuscripts are equipped with this combination of “Ammonian Sections and Eusebian Canons.” 
In the preface of Lloyd’s Oxford edition the Canons arc printed together with the letter of 
Eusebius to Carpianus in which he describes hb scheme. Then in the margin of the text the 
symbols occur. It is almost a pity that this practice is not followed in modern critical Greek 
texts, for it is extraordinarily convenient for the student, if only to indicate to him whether 
the other gospels have paralld incidents or not The reader who is interested in these and other 
ancient divisions will find them described in Lake’s Text of the New Testament, pp. 
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but in Syriac, finally even Clement o£ Alexandria— in the writing o£ all 
of these the same general type of text although with many variations is to 
be found. Few things are more certain than that this type of text was for 
many years the dominant one in Christendom. Opinions have differed as 
to its nature and value. Westcott and Hort were convinced that despite 
its early and wide popularity it did not represent the primitive text. Others 
have concluded that, since there is no evidence that the type of text which 
Westcott and Hort considered the best representative of the primitive text — 
they called it the Neutral to indicate its freedom from Western and Syrian 
(Byzantine) corruptions — existed before the third century, it, not the West- 
em^ should be considered a late production and that the dominant text, 
although, of course, it had suffered corruption, was the fairest example of 
the primitive text. Still others, notably Canon Streeter, consider both of 
these views wrong. The “Western text” of the critics was not an entity 
at all Rather it is a conglomerate of no less than four distinct types of 
text (two geographically eastern, two western) which had severally grown 
up in the four great centres, Antioch, Caesarea, Italy and Gaul, and Carthage. 
Recently Ropes has made the interesting suggestion that it was a distinct type 
of text, although the name Western is not particularly apposite, and that 
it represents a deliberate revision of the primitive text made early in the 
second century when the various Christian writings were combined to form 
a canon of Scripture. The primitive text— he prefers to call it the text of the 
Old Uncials— while not in any general use continued to be copied. In Alex- 
andria after the time of Clement it came into its own, being essentially 
the text of Origen and of Athanasius. 

In this volume it is not profitable to go further into this fascinating but 
perplexing confusion.®® On one point there is almost universal agreement, 
viz., that in the early fourth century, probably in Antioch, perhaps by 
Lucian, a drastic revision was made which speedily supplanted the deeply 
entrenched Western text. Fortimately, however, this ecclesiastical (?) revision 
did not entirely blot out its earlier rivals, although most of those manuscripts 
which were copied from exemplars which had been made before the revision 
came to be more or less mixed in type through conformation with it. It 
complicated matters immensely for die later critic. None the less, the an- 
cient evidence, although confused and tangled, still remains. The future, 
very possibly the near future, wiU see many more pages v^ritten into the 
history of the development of the New Testament text. Fresh discoveries 
of papyri may have much to teU us. In the interim the student of Christian 

* For an able summary o£ liie history of modern textual criticism see Lake, op, cit,, pp. 62-86. 
Every student should read the essay at the end of Westcott and Hort*s edition of the Greek text, 
The Ncftr TesUanent, pp. 542-583, which gives not only a summary o£ their own views, but a 
capital introduction to texmal criticism. The student who wishes to go further into the problems 
of text will find the comi)anion volume indispensable. In addition to the various books already 
cited in this chapter the list in Lake, op. at., p. 97, should be consulted. 
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beginnings who is fortunate enough to be able to use any Greek text at 
all may rest quite confident that, though some of the conclusions which 
Westcott and Hort reached may need restatement, the text they produced 
may be used with gratitude and easy conscience. His fellow student, who, 
like many early Christians before him, needs a version as a key to unlock 
these pages from the past, will find a trustworthy one in the American 
Revised Version, He may miss the sonorous and beautiful cadences of the 
familiar King James, It is to be hoped that from the pulpit he will hear 
that read for many years to come. In a real sense it is “six feet above con- 
tradiction.” In his study, however, he will find its modern descendant a dis- 
tincdy safer guide. For those who enjoy the so-called “modern translations” 
there are several good ones at hand. Not infrequently do they throw fresh 
light and reveal new slants. Whichever of these texts he uses, he may well 
be grateful to those who have laboured in quarries where the rock is hard. 



AFTERWORD 


Although the volume has grown to a considerably greater size than I jfirst 
visagcd when I started its composition some years ago, it is still but frag- 
mentary and incomplete. I am well aware that some sections may seem— 
and for that matter, may be — sadly out of proportion. I have not tried to 
write it to measure nor to count the words in each chapter. My one purpose 
has been to try to put within one set of covers the material which it ap- 
pears to me a student of the New Testament and of the Christian begin- 
nings needs to know. I hope that through it all, on every page, one note 
may be discerned: 

To love it you must know it; 

To know it you must love it. 


5x0 



Appendix I 

THE HASMONEANS 


(i) Mattadiias f 167 bx. 


John fifii C4]) Simon 143-13 5 


CO Jui 


las 167-161 Eleazar tiS3 (3) Jonathan 161-143 


C5) John Hj^rcanus 135-105 


(jO Aristobulus I 105-104= (8) Alexandra 78-63= (j) Alexander Jannatus 104-78 


CsD Hyrcanus 11 t3o C^o) Aristobulus II t49 


Alexandra tz8 = Alexander t49 Antigonus t37 


the 


Aristobulus III t35 Mariamne = [Herod the Great t4 bx.] 

N.B.: The figures in parenthesis indicate the order in which these members came to power; 
le symbol f signifies “died”; the symbol = signifies “married to.” 


FOUR PERIODS OF LATER JEWISH HISTORY 


I. 538-331. Persian rule and domination, ended by Alexander the Great at Arbela. 
n. 331-167. Alexander and his successors. 

CaJ 331-198 In the hands of Egypt. 

(b 3 i58-[i 42.] In the hands of Syria. 

TTT , [i^J-63. Independence of Judea under Hasmoneans. 

167-165 Gaining power. 

I 165-142. Religious freedom. 

14X— 63 Religious freedom and political independence. 

IV. 63 B.C.— 70 A-D. Roman domination. 

Ca) 63-40 B.c. Rome vs. Hasmoneans. 

(h 3 40 B.C.-44 A.!). Rise and rule of house of Herod 0 >ut subject to Rome}. 

(z) 6 A.D.-41 A.i>. Judea, Samaria, Idumea Roman province of Judea} under 

Roman procurators. 

Cx} 41-44* All Palestine under Agrif^a. 

(c} 44-70. All Palestine under direct Roman rule, ending in destruction of Jerusalem. 



Appendix II 

THE SELEUCID^ 

Cl) Seleocos I 30i-i8o b.c. 
Ci) AntiochusI 2.80-2.61 
C3) Antiochus II Z61-2L46 
C4) Seleocus IE 246-12.6 


C5) Seleocus HI 22.6-12.3 


C6) Antiochus HI Great 22.3-187 


(y) Seleucus IV 187-175 


Cio) Demetrius 1 161-150 


C8) Antiochus IV Epiphanes 175-164 


C9) Antiochus V Eupator i6it-i6i 


itor i6it-i6i j 
*Cii) Alexander Balas 


Demetrius 11 Nicator | 

Cii) I 145-138 C13) Antiochus VH Sidetes 138-118 

(14) 118-115C4) ! 


**[Antic>chus VI] 


C15) Seleucus V 112.5(4) Antiochus Vm Grypsos Antiochus IX Cyzicenos 


C16) ii5C4>ii3 
Ci8a) III - ^ 


113- 

(iSb) III- 


JCi^) Seleucus VI Antiochus XI Philip Demetrius HI Antiochus XEI Antiochus X 

Jt(io) Antiochus XIII Asiaticus 69-65 


*Qaimed to be natural son of Antiochus IV and usut]^ throne 150-145. 

Sponsored W Trypho and disputed succession with Demetrius JJ. 

In conflict (95-83) among selves and with Antiochus X. 

J JTigranes of Annaiia ml^ Syria 83-69; Antiochus Xm set up bjr LucuUus and removed by 
Pompey when Syria became a Roman province. 

N.B. : The figures in paren th esis are £or convenience in following the confused succession; the 
dates, their years of rule. 
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Index I 


Pages 1-200: CHRISTIAN BEGINNINGS {Parts I and II) 

Pages 201-^12: THE LITERATURE OF THE CHRISTIAN MOVE- 
MENT {Part III) 


NAMES AND SUBJECTS 

In this index full-faced type indicates the title or theme of a chapter Acts, Book 

of, 413-425); an asterisk indicates a principal or important reference Agrippa I, 

75-77*). In the case of Greek or Latin writers whose works are cited frequently, only 
the more important passages are indicated in this index, but reference is made when 
the authors are referred to or commented upon rather than simply cited. In Index 11 
will be found the complete list of such citations, together with all those from the 
biblical writings (including the Apooypha and Pseudepigrapha), the Apostolic 
Fathers, and the Rabbinic writings. 


Abbott, T. K., 196 n. 

Abgar, 458 

Academic Skepticism, 86 
Acra, citadel on, 14, 18, za, 14 
Actium, 49 

Acts, Book of, 413-42S, 457 , 4 ^ 3 , 4 ^, 4 ^ 8 ; 
relation of to Gospel of Luke C^.f^.), 4x3; 
theme of, 413 ff.; structure of, 416 f.; apolo- 
getic nature of, 415 f.,* "We passages" (4,1^.) 
in, 416 f., 4x9 f., 414 f.; authorship of, 416- 
410; author of, a physician, 42J0; date of, 
42a S.; speeches of, 420-422.; and Galatians, 
III f., 217 S.; dependence of upon Josephus, 
423 {.; rdation of to Pauline letters, 212, 
122 n., 246 n.; place of composition of, 424 f. 
iW also Luke, Gospel of 
Adler, J. C. G., 504 n. 

Adoptionists, 174 
.dEneas, 325 
i£sculapius, x86 

Age to Come, 141 ff., 158 f., 165 f., 171 f. Sot 
also Kingdom of G^ 

Agrippa I (grandson of Herod), 65, 72, 74, 
75 ” 77 * 

Ahtiman, 356 

Ahura Ma^a. Su Qrmuzd 

Akiba, 103, 173 

Alcimus, high-priesthood of, 18-21 
Alexander Balas, zx f. 

Alexander the Great, 6-8*, 80 
Alexander Jannxus, 27, 28, 30-32* 

Alexandra (Hasmonean ruler), 30, 32-34*, 130 
Alexandra (mother-in-law of Hwod), 48, 52 
Alexandria, founded by Alexander, 8x, Jews in, 
82 ff.; Christian Scripture in, 470 f. 
Alexandrian Judaism, literature of, 85-90* 


Aloxan^rum text, 490, 4^ 

Allegory, 88-90 
Allen, W. C., 394 n. 

Arne Ha-ares, 12^128* 

Ammonian Sections, 507 n. 

Amoraim, 108, 209 
Am3rntas, 224 
Anderson, F, L., xi 
Angra Mainyu. Soe Ahriman 
Antichrist, 240, 242, 344, 347 
Andgonus (son of Aristobulus II), 39, 41, 43, 
44 ff- 

Andgonus (successor of Alexander), 8 f . 
Andoch,* 179 flf,, 401, 425; and the Byzanfim 
text (f.i>.), 480, 308 
Andochus m (Great), zo f. 

Andochus IV (Rpiphanes), 21-18; accession of, 
21; in Egypt, 14; pollutes temple, 14 f.; 
death of, z8 
Andochus V, 18 
Andochus VII (Sidetes), 14-16 
Andochus Vin (Grypsos), 16 
Andochus IX (Cyzicenos), 26, 27 
Andochus XII, 32 

Andpas (sou of Herod), 62 f., 63-63*; and 
John the Bapdst, 152 

Andpater (father of Herod), 34 f., 39 f., 41, 
42 f. 

Andpater (son of Herod), 57 f., 59 f. 
Antoninus Pius, in Jewish legend, 97 
Antony, Mark, 40, 43 f., 49 f., 224, 276 
Aphrodite, 145 

Apocalypses, 351-356, 466 character, a^, 
authorship of, 352 ff., 357 f.; compared with 
prophecy, 353 f.; visions in, 354 f.; sym- 
bolism in, 355; dualism of, 356; Persian ele- 


513 



NAMES AITO SUBJECTS 


514 

meat in, 356. Sts also Revelation and Inde:^ 

n 

Apoayphal gospels, 155, 461, 467 
Apollonius, z4 
Apollos, 149 

Apostles, 376, 395. See also Twelve 
Aquila Ctranslator), 83, 183 
Aramaic, gospels, hypothesis of, 380 f.; in- 
fluence in Acts, 416, 42A n. 

Arbela, 6, 7 

Archelaus (son of Herod), 61-63* 

Aristeas^ Letter of, 8x £., 86 
Aristobulus I, X9 f. 

Aristobulus II, 34 ff., 40 
Aristobulus HI, 48 
Arrian, 8, 403 

Asceticism, 104, 12.1; cf. 110-1x6 
Asideans, 16 f., 19, in 
Asineus and Anileus, 80 
Athanasius, 471 f. 

Atomistic interpretation of Scripture, 173 n. 
Atds, 188 

Augustine. 313 n., 334, 419, 471, 500, 501 
Augustus (Octavian), 43, 44, 46, 49 ff., 51 f., 

s5f-.59f-.67.176 

Babel, tower of, 176 
Babylon (Rome), 315, 361 
Babylonian captivity, 3 f. 

Bacchides, 19-11 

Bacon, B. W., ix, 215, 306, 322 n., 325, 382, 

351. 393 i 35 ^, 400. 401 

Baptism, 152 f., 166, 193-197*; of proselytes, 
96, 196; baptismal regeneration, 197. See 
Jesus (baptism of) 

Baraita, 108 

Bar Oxiba, 68, 113, 171 f., 334, 451 
Barnabas, Epistle of, 320, 397, 468; use of 
allegory in, 90. See also Index H 
Barnabas (man), 229 468 

Barton, G. A,, 232 n. 

Bauer, W., 447 
Baur, F. C, 236 
Ml, H. I., 487 

'^Beloved disciple," 449 f. See alsefohn.. Gospel 
of (authorship of) 

Bengel, J. A., 481 
Berenice, 386 
Berger, S., 263 n. 

Beza, T., 293 

Billerbeck, P., 133 n., 441 n. 

Bion of Borysthcnes, 318 
Blake, R, P., 505 
Boethusians, 117 
Bousset, W., 359, 371 n. 

Bowen, C R,, 196 n., 274 n. 

Breast^, J. H., 3 
Burldtt, F. C., 499, 502 


Burton, E. D., 226 n., 227 

Byzantine text, 480, 491, 492, 494, 496, 504, 309 

Cadbury, H. J., 178, 403, 417 n., 410 
Csesar (julius), 40-42, 52 
Ccesarean text, 490, 494, 495, 505 f. 

Caesarea Stratonis, 53 
Caligula. See Gaius 
Calvin, John, 311, 473 

Canon, 455; of Marcion, 463 f.; early canons, 
467, 468, 470-473; Eusebian Canons (s?.v.). 
See also New Testament 
-’Captivity," Paul’s "letters of the," 214 f., 
273-275. See also Colossians, Ephesians, 
Philemon, Philippians, Ephesus 
Carthage, Third Council of, 473 
Case, S. J., 196 n., 506 n. 

Cassiodorus, 473 
Cassius, 40, 42 f., 276 

Catholic epistles, 317-320, 457 , 4 ^ 6 , 468, 471, 
473; meaning of "catholic," 317 ff.; nature 
of, 319; reluctantly accepted, 319 f. See also 
individual titles 
Cephas, 170, 149. See also Peter 
Cemthus, 343 
Charles, R. H., 361, 371 n. 

Christ, title unintelligible to gentiles, 173, 192; 
Christians make up body of, 250, 291; "in 
Christ," 268 f. See also Jesus, Messiah 
Christiaoity, nature of historic, 147 f.; dawn 
of, 169-185; beginnings of in Galilee and 
Jerusalem, 169 f.; distinguishing beliefe and 
practices of, 171-177*; attitude of authori- 
ties to, 177 f.; Jewish heritage of, 183 ff.; 
growing separation of from Judaism, 180 ff., 
399, 462 f.; forced into vrider field, 178 f.; 
widening vision of task of, 182 ff.; in Grarco- 
Oriental world, 186-200; and mystery cults 
(^.f>.), 187, 190 ff.*; emphasis of upon moral 
purity, 191; intolerance of, 193; literature of, 
see Septuagint, New Testam en t 
Christological speculations, 172-174*, 187, 
291 f. 

Chrysostom, 472, 507 
Qcero, 35. See also Index H 
Circumcision, required of all proselytes, 96 f; 
of all conquered peoples, 27 f., 29, 31; pro- 
hibited by Antiochus IV, 15; demanded by 
Herod, 58, and Agrippa, 76 
Qark, A. C., 413 n. 

Clarke, Adam, 360 
Claudius, 74 f., 77, 91 

Clement of Alexandria, on authorship of He- 
brews, 312; on Gospel of John, 437. See also 
Index n 

aement of Rome, 456, 458, 470. See also Index 
n (I Qement) 

Clement Vm, 501 
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Cleopatra, 43, 48 ff. 

Ccrle-Syria, 8, 9 n.*, 31, 41 

Colosse, x89 

Colossians, Epistle to the, 114, 2.73, 285^292, 
456, 457; place and date of composition of, 
183 ff.; relation of to Ephesians, Z83 £.; pur- 
pose of, Z85 f.; errorists attacked in, z^o ff.; 
analysis of, Z90 f.,* authenticity of, Z91 f. 
Colwell, E. C., 445 n. 

Corinth, Z45 

Corinthians, First Epistle to the, Z14, 243-253* 
456; one of several letters to Corinth, Z48, 
Z54; date and place of origin of, Z47 f. ; occa- 
sion and purpose of, 248 f.i contents of, 
Z48 ff.; authenticity and integrity of, Z5Z f. 
Corinthians, Second Epistle to the, Z14, 254- 
261, 456; composite nature of, Z5 6-^58, 
z6o f.; date of, Z55, Z58 ff.j authenticity of, 
z6i 

Cornelius, 184 
Comutus, 88 f. 

Couchoud, P.-L., 381 n. 

Covenanters of Damascus, izi, 1Z4-116* 
Crassus, 40 
Cumont, F., 188 n. 

Customs (taxes), 70 
Cybele, ZZ3 n. 

Cyprian, 499, 507 
Cyrus, 4, 139 

Damascus, early Christians in, 170; Covenan- 
ters of 

Damasus, 489, 300 

Daniel, Book of, 141 f., 351, 354 f., 359 

Darius, Behistun inscription of, 4 

David, son of, 140, 14Z, 161 f., 17Z f. 

Decapolis, 78 

Deiotarus, ZZ4 

Deissmann, A., Z13, Z83 

Demetrius I, 18 flF. 

Demetrius II, iz ff., z6 
Demetrius HI, 31 

Demons, 175, 186 f., 190, 194, 198, 377 
Diadochi, 8 f. 

Diafessaron, 467 f., 471, 501, 50Z f. 

Diatribe, ztz, 3x8 
Dibelius, M., Z98, 381 
Didache, 315, 350. S00 also Index 11 
Diogenes, 188 

Dionysius of Alexandria, 371 
Dionysius of Corinth, 318 
Dionysus, 189, 190, 198 
Dispersion, of Jews, 78-^8; in Egypt, 79 f., 
81 S,; in the East, 80 f,; in Rome, 90 
bonds of union of, 91-98*; as a Christian 
term, 313 
Dittography, 476 

Divorce, Jesus’ attitude to, i 6 x, 163 
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Dobschutz, Ernst von, 487 
Docetism, 344-346*, 411 f., 451 
Domitian, alleged persecution by, 313, 3Z5 
Duckworth, H. T. F., 67 n. 

Duncan, G. S., Z74 n., Z75 n. 

Ecclesiasticus, 83 
Eleusinian mysteries, 197 
Elzevir, 495 n. 

Emperor worship, 70, 186, 19Z, 195, 363 
Enoch, legends about, 359. See also Index II 
Enslin, M. S., loz, 143, 187 n.,z37,z69 n., 3Z8, 
348, 38Z n., 387 f., 409 f., 413, 4Z4 n., 443 , 
458 

Ephesians, Epistle to the, Z13, zis, Z73, 393- 
298, 436, 437; place and date of composition 
of, Z83 S.; relation of to Colossians, 183 f.; 
not intended for Ephesus, Z93, Z94 ff.; con- 
tents of, Z94; authenticity of, Z96-Z98 
Ephesus, Christians in, 170, 263 f., 293; im- 
prisonment of Paul in, 274 f.*; place of com- 
position of several Pauline letters, 231 f., 275, 
279 f., 284 f.; cf. also 451 
Ephraem the Syrian, 462, 302 
Epicureanism, 86, 186 
Epiphanius, 83, iii 

Epistles and letters, distinction between, 213 
Emmus, D., 473, 495 
Essenes, 113, 115, 120, 121-123*, 125 
Eusebian Canons, 507 n.* 

Eusebius, 471 f., 307. See also Index n 
Ezra, Fourth Book of, 331 n., 352. See also 
Index n 

Fairweather, W., 88 n. 

Fascher, E., 261 n. 

Fasting, 1 16 

Feast of lights, origin of, 17 
Final Judgment, 143, 163, 185, 336 
Finkelstein, L., 1x8 
Form criticism, 381, 435 f., 437 f. 

Fourth Philosophy. See Home Rule Party 
Frame, J. E., xyj 

Future, views of, 5, 113 f., 138-143* 354 

Gabinius, 36, 39, 40, 41, 130 n. 

Gains (Caligula), 73 f., 365 f.; statue of, 75 f., 
386 

Giatians, Epistle to the, 214, 216-232, 456; 
analysis of, 216-2x8; occasion and purpose 
of, 218 ff.; destination of, 224-^6; date and 
place of composition of, 226-232; and Acts, 
227 ff. 

Galilee, de-judaizmg of, 18, 78; possible con- 
quest of by Hyrcanus, 27, 29; Right of 
disciples to, 169 f., 410 
Gallio, 246 f. 

Gamaliel, 422 
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Gaza, 6 f., 30, 84 f. 

Gentiles, immorality of, 186 f.; mission to, in 
Mark, 385 £.; in Matthew, 399; in Luke- 
Acts, 404 f., 414. See also Christianity 
George Hamartolos, 369 
Gerizim, temple on, 16 
Gibbon, £., 8x 
Gloss, marginal, 477 
Glossolalia, 175 f., 249, 2.^1 f. 

Gnosticism, 191, 335 f., 451, 46x 
God, Jewish conception of, loi ff.*; humility 
of, 102.; justice of, 103; as Father, 102. f. 
Goodspeed, E. J., 198, 457 
Great Commission, 181, 194 f., 399 
Greek, use of, in Alexandria, 82.; in Palestine, 
84 f.* 

Gregory, C. R., 486, 497 
Gunkel, H., 361 f. 

Haberim, iii, 116, 12.7 
Haggadah, 106 f. 

Hakatnim, 1x9 
Halakah, 81, 106 f. 

Haplography, 476 

Hamack, A., 143 f., 306, 3x6, 386, 420 
Harrison, P. N., 2.99, 300 n., 306 
Hasidim. See Asideams 
Hasmoneans, zy. See also Appendix I 
Haustafeln^ 32JL 

Hebrews, Epistle to the, 105, 308-316, 468, 
473, 487; purpose of, 308; Platonism in, 
308 f., 311; argument of, 308 ff.; authorship 
of, 311-313, 314 ff.; not an epistle, 314; last 
chapter of by later hand, 314 ff.; recipients 
of, 311, 316; date of, 313 
Hegesippus, 332, 337 
Helena and Izates, 80, 97 
Heliodorus, zz 

Hellenists, zo meaning of term in Acts, 178 
Hecacleon, 370 

Herfbrd, R. T., 109, iix, 113, 393 n. 

Hermas, Shepherd o£^ 320, 333, 466 f., 468, 470; 
on sin and repentance 309. Sh also 

Index n 

Herod the Great, governor of Galilee, 41 C; 
‘'king of the Jews,” 44; reign of, 44-60*, 
Z30; marries Mariamne, 45; takes Jerusalem, 
45 f.; building activity of, 47, 53 f.; in favour 
with Augustus, 33 flf.; domestic tragedy of, 
56-60*; wills of, 61; dtath of, 60 
Hoodias, 64 C, Z5X 
Hezeldah of Galilee, 42, 68, Z30 
Hibil-Ziwa, 325 

High priest, origin of office of, 3, 106, Z32 f.*; 
president of Sanhedrin (g.P-X “after 
order of Melchizedek,” 3Z0 f. 

Higher criticism, 206-208* 

Hilary of Poiriers, 320 n., 472 


Hillel, 96, 110, 164 

Hippolytus, 507 

Hobart, W. K., 420 

Holtzmann, H. J., 281, 292 

Home Rule Patty, 68, 113, 126, Z40 f., 160, 167 

Homoioarcton, 476 

Homoioteleuton, 476 

Hort, F. J. A., 387 n., 488, 490, 494, 502, 508, 
509 

Hugo of St. Caro, 507 n. 

Hyrcanus I. See John Hyrcanus 
Hyrcanus H, 34, 36, 38 f., 44, 48, 30 

Idumea, conquest of, 26 f., 37 
Ignatius, 402, 451, 456 f., 458 f., 460 f. See also 
Index n 

Immortality, Z22, 185 
Ipsus,9 

Irenxus, 370, 465 f., 468, 470. See also Index II 
Ishtar, 325 

Isis, 189, 190, 198, 245 
Issns, 6 
Itadsm, 477 
Itureans, 29 f. 

Jackson, F. J* F., 67 n., 227 n., 278 n., 226 n., 
417 n. 

James, Epistle of, 213, 320, 3*7-334; nature of, 
327 f.; purpose of, 328 f.; contents of, 329 f.; 
relation of to Paul, 330 f.; authorship of, 

332 ff.; date of, 333; place of composition of, 

333 f- 

James of Jetusalem, 179, m, 317, 331, 333, 
337. 338. 4“- 

James, M. R., 345 n., 359 n. 

Jamnia, Bet Din at, 132 
Jason, high priest, 22, 24 
Jerome, 83, 334, 400, 424, 472, 489. 498, 500 f.* 
See also Index H 

Jerusalem, destroyed by Nebuchadnezzar, 3; 
taken by Pompey, 36; by Herod, 45 f.; de- 
struction of (70 A.D.), 385, 399, 421 f.; a 
glamorous symbol, 97 f. 

Jesus, 154-268; Jewish attitude to, 6, 102 f.; 
stories of birth and early life of, 234 f., 397 f., 
439, 461; baptism of, 255 f., 294, 439 t; 
temptations of, 256 f., 376 f.; length of 
ministry of, 237 f.; message of, 258 f.; did 
not tea^ “interim ethic,” 163 f.; kingdom 
of God, in teaching of, 158 f., 263 f.; at- 
tracts followers, 239; attitude of toward 
wealth, 260 f.; alleg^ messianic conscions- 
ness of, 68 n., 262 ffi, 273 f.; a prophet, 263 f., 
267; did not found Christian church, 266; 
visits Jerusalem, 266 ff.; crucifixion of, 167; 
in thinking of early church, 271, 172-274*, 
287; as “suffering servant,” 273 f.; as Logos, 
174, 32Z, 440; as Lord, 190, 192 f.; as true 
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high priest, 308 believed to have foreseen 
gentile mission, 181 f.; return (Parousia) of, 
135 f., 240 ff., 306, 333, 339 flf., 357, 448; 
descent of to Hades, 3x5; in Mark, 375 ff.; 
in John, 435 ff., 447; and the alienists, 445, 
(pf. 163); and Abgar, 458 
Johanan ben Zakkai, luo 
John, First Epistle of, 319, 310, 343-348; na- 
ture of, 343, 346; contents of, 343 f.; date of, 
347 f.; authorship of, 348, 371; views of sin 
in, 309, 347; relationship to Gospel of John 

C?.*'-), 348 

John, Gospel of, 437^45*, 459 ff.,* nature of, 
437 f., 445 purpose of, 438; contrasts with 
Synoptists, 438-445; Jesus and his ministry 
in, 439 ff., 447; miracles in, 441-443; dis- 
courses in, 443-445; authorship of, 447^451; 
date of, 451; nature of chap. of, 448 f.; 
and Revelation, 371 ff.; and I John 
443 

John, Second Epistle of, 319, 349 f-, 371 
John, Third Epistle of, 319, 310, 349 f-, 371 
John the Baptist, 149-1S3, 155 f-, 386, 451; 

disciples of, 151 f., 451 
John H5n:canus, rule of, 15-19* 

John, the presbyter (‘‘elder*'), 349, 450 
John (son of ^bedee), death of, 369 f., 448. 

Set also John, Gospd of (authorship o£) 
Jonathan, leadership of, 10-14*; appointed 
high priest, ii 

Josephus, 7, 18, 31 n., 33, 41, 68, 88, 97, 331. 
Stt also Index n 

Judaism, genius of, 9^110; separateness of, 
99; a revealed religion, 99, 104 ff.; law-keep- 
ing, reason for in, 99 ff.; sin, view of in, 103; 
marriage and family life, sane views of in, 
103 f.; literature of, stt Rabbinic literature; 
make-up of, iii-zaS; organization of, 129- 
137; future hopes of, 138-143 
Judaizers, 180, 183, 119, iii ff., 159, 171 
Judas of Galilee, 61, 68, 411, 413; sons o^ 413 
Judas Maecabaus, 17-10* 

Jude, Epistle of, 310, 335-338, 411; purpose of, 
333; nature of errorists attacked in, 333 f.; 
relationship of to n Peter (f.v.); date of, 
336 f.; authorship of, 337 place of com- 
position of, 338 

Judea, Roman province of, 68 ff., 76 f. 
Julicher, A., ix, x, 144, i6i, 163 n., 191, 303 n., 
347, 371 n-, 414, sea- a- 
Juster, J., 69 n., 80, 81 

Justin Martyr, 90, 180, 190, 397, 451, 461, 507. 

Stt also Index II 
Juvenal, 97. Stt also Index II 

Karlstadt, A. R. B., 473 
Kenyon, F, G., 483 n., 486, 487 


Kingdom of God Qtr of heaven), 138 f., 163 f., 
171 f. Set 4/r<; Jesus, Age to Come 
Kleist, J. A., 384 
Knox, J., 187 f- 

Lake, K., 67 n., 117, 171 n., 178 n., 116 n., 119, 
148, 164 n., 417 n., 414 n., 476, 479, 490 n., 
493, 49^, 505 
Lake, S., 493 n., 496 
Langton, Stephen, 507 n. 

Laodicea, “letter to** (“from ?’*), 196, 436 
Latinisms in gospels, 381 f. 

Lazarus of Bethany, 407, 441 f., 443 
Lectionaries, 496 f. 

Le^g, S. C. E., 486 n. 

Leontius of Byzantium, 318 

Levi, not Matthew, the publican, 400 f. 

Lightfoot, J. B., Ill n. 

Logia. Stt Q tmdtr Synoptic gospels 
Logos, concept of, 88, 311; Jesus as, Jesus 
Lord, in mystery cults C^.*>.), 187, 190; as title 
for Jesus to replace “Christ,** 190, 191 £.; as 
translation of Jehovah, 191 f. 

Lord's supper, 166, 197^-aoo* 

Lowell, J. R., 354 

Luke. Stt Acts (authorship of, medical lan- 
guage oQ 

Luke, Gospel of, 403-4x2; form of, 403, 406, 
409 ff.; relationship of to Acts, 403, 415; 
purpose of, 404 f., 409; emphases in, 404 f.; 
sources of, 406 ff. ; dependence of upon M^k, 
407 ff.; upon Matthew, 433 ff.; “Perean 
section*’ of, 410 f.; authorship and date of, 
411 f. Stt also Acts 
Lutgert, W., ii6 n., 110, 211, 1x3 n. 

Luther, Martin, 311, 319, 473 
Lysanias, tetrarch of Abilene, 413 f. 

Lysias, campaigns of, 17 f. 

Maccabean revolt, 16-24* 

Maccabees, Four^ Book of, 86 f. See also 
Index n 

Magna Mater, 198, 143 
Magnesia, battle of, 29 
Manuscripts, of New Testament, 486-306* 

B 475. 476, 484. 487 f-*. 49 ^ 

494 . 499. 504. 505 

« 475. 484. 485. 488 f.*, 489. 491. 

494 

D 489 f.*, 491.493 

L 490* 

0 49°*. 494 

W 490 f-*. 493 

A 484, 485. 491 f.* 

C 484. 49^* 

D>»“> 491 f-* 

2 493 

Ei»«> 493 
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pacts 

493 

F 

493 

ppaul 

493 


493 

K 

493 

N 

493 f- 

2 

494 


485 

0 

494 

$ 

494 

a 

499 

b 

499 

d 

489 

k 

499* 507 

e 

499 . 507 

fam. I 

490* 495 

fam. 13 

490, 494, 495 

16 

496 

28 

490 

5^S 

490, 496 

700 

490 

1739 

495 f- 


Sm also Papyri, Textual aiticism. Versions 
Marcion, 164 ff., Z75, 1.55, 303, 310, 424, 459, 
461.-466*, 469, 507 
Mariajnne, 43, 45, 48 ff., 57 
Mark, Gospi of, 374-388; nature of, 374 f.; 
chief themes of, 374-376; ‘‘Messianic secret” 
in, 376 f., 378 flp.; parables in, 375, 378; origi- 
nal language of, 380 S . ; place of composition 
of, 382:; authorship of, 383-385*; date of, 
38$ ff.; alleged “lost ending of,” 387 f.; rela- 
tionship of to Q, 433; sources of, 435 C 
Mark, John, 119 f., 322. f., 316. S99 also Mark, 
Gospel of (authorship of) 

Mamas, temple of in Gto, 84 
Marfyritm Jstdroa, 370 
Massebieau, L., 327 
Mattathias, revolt of, 16 f. 

Matthew, Gospel of, 389-403, 459; nature of, 
389; de^dence of upon Mark, 389 f., 392 ff. ; 
arrangement of material in, 389 ff,, 396 f., 
401 f.; historical value of, 392; non-Markan 
material in, 396 f.; interest of in prophecy, 
397 ff.; anti-Jewish feeling of, 399; date of, 
399 f.; authorship of, 400 ff.; place of origin 
of, 402 

McGiffert, A. C., 229, 306, 346 
Meat, consecrated, 251 
Mekilta, 107, 109 
Melchizedek, 310, 31Z 
Melito, 469 
Melkart, 245 
Menelaus (Menahem), 13 
Messiah, 68, 138 ff., 161 f., 173; “woes of,'‘ 
143; preSxistence of, 364 n. 

M^anic hope, Se$ Future, vievw of 
M^er, A., 327 


Midrash, 106 f. 

Mishna, 106, 107 f.* 

Mithradates of Pontus, 35, 224 
Mithras, 189, 190, 198 
Modern, 16 

Moffatt, J., ix, 264 n., 265 n., 340 n., 343, 348, 
424 n., 447 

Moore, G. F., 92, loi n., 102 n., 103 n., 107, 
119 n., 127, 136, 139 n., 141 n., 164 
Muratorian canon, 292, 320, 337, 347 f., 417, 
451, 460, 466, 467 

Mystery cults, 187-190*; three characteristics 
of, 187 f.; initiatory rite essential in, 188; 
unmoral but not immoral, 188 f.; reflect cur- 
rent morality, 189 f.; sacred meals of, 197 f. 

Nazareth, rejection of Jesus at, 404, 414 
Nebuchadnezzar, 3, 358 
Nero, 365; N. Saga, 242, 365 
Nestle, E., 487 

Noufral text, 488, 490, 491, 504, 508, 509 
New Testament, origin and nature of, 203, 
204-206*, 213 ff.*, 455-474; first use of as 
title, 469; form of, 470; textual criticism 
(f.t?.) of; manuscripts (g.vO of; chapters and 
verses in, 507 n. See also individual books by 
title 

Nicanor, 19 

Nicodemus, 444 

Nicolas of Damascus, 55, 59, 62 

Noachian laws, 96 f. 

Novatian, 312, 507 

Octavia, 44 

Octavian. See Augustus 
Odysseus, 88 f., 325 
CEcolampadius, 473 
CEcumenius, 318 
Old Testament. See Septuagint 
Onesimus, 283 ff., 286 ff. 

Onias II, 10 
Onias IV, 12 

Origen, 317, 320, 337, 471, 495 f.; on author- 
ship of Hebrews, 312. See also Index n 
Ormuzd, 336 
Orpheus, 325 
Orphism, 189 
Osiris, z88 

Palestine, under Egypt, 8-10; under Seleucidae, 
10 ff., and often 
Palimpsest, 492 
Panium, 10 

Papias, 326, 349, 369, 383 f,, 387, 400, 402, 431, 
430, 458 f. 

Papyri, 470, 473, 483 f., 486 f.*; Oxyrhynchus, 
198; Chester Beatty, 265, 470, 473, 484, 486 
£.*; making of, 483 f. 
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Parables of Jesus; function of in Mark, 375, 378, 
379 ^* 

Parousia. Ste Jesus Cretum oQ 
Parthia, x4, 43, 45 » 357 

Pastoral Epistles, 299-307* 33 ^ 5 . 33 ^> 4 ^ 3 * 

468; nature and purpose of, X99 f.; sig^- 
cance of title, 2.^ contents of, 301 au- 
thenticity of, 301-307; date of, 303, 306; 
place of composition of, 306; theory o£ Paul- 
ine fragments in, 306 f. 

Patristic citations, 506-508* 

Paul, information about in pre-conversion days, 
180; conversion of, i8o; Jewish heritage of, 
383 ; attitude of toward Judaism, 184 f., 169 f. ; 
life and ministry of, 111 ff,, 145 f., 158 fr., 
305; journeys of, 118-130; letters of, 2J05 f.; 
211-215, 455 ff., also individual letters 
under titles); use of allegory by, 89 f.; 
message of, 168 ff.; in Acts, 410, 414 f., 416- 
410; fancied burlesque of, 368 
Pella, flight of Christians to, i8x, 367, 386 
Pentecost, significance of in Christian think- 
ing, 176 f., 178, 154. 19s 
Piricop* adultora, 2 jo 8, 447 
Persia, control of Jews by, 4-6; dualism of, 5, 
356; hopes for future in, 141, 356 
Peshitto. Sm Versions 

Peter, 170 f., 313 ff,; and Cornelius, 184; and 
Paul, 117; and Gospel of Mark, 381-385, 
400; PovtlaSion of, 466 f., 470, 471 f. ; C^spl of, 
467, 470 

Peter, First Epistle of, 318, 319, 320, 321-326, 
333, 364; purpose of, 311; contents of, 311 f.; 
relation of to Paul, 321 f.; authorship of, 
321-314; date of, 324 C 
Peter, Se^d Epistle of, 2 jo 6, 318, 314, 316, 
335^34^* 4^1; purpose of, 339; authorship 
of, 339 f., 341 {.; date of, 341; dependence 
of upon Jude (g.v.X 335 * 339 
Petronius, proprartor of Syria, 75 f. 

Petronius Arbiter, Satyricon of, 75 
Pharisees, 33 f-, 39, 47, 111-118*; break with 
Hyreanus, 18 f.; in h^k, 375, 377 
Pharsalia, battle of, 40 f. 

Phasael (brother of Herod), 41, 43, 44 
Philemon, Epistle to, 114, 173, 286-288; place 
and date of composition of, 183 ff.; relation 
of to Colossians, 183 f.; purpose of, 186; re- 
cent views about, 287 f. 

Philip (evangelist), 173 f., 195 f. 

Philip of Side, 369 
Philip the tetrarch, 61, 65 £,* 

Philippi, 176; battle of, 43 
PhiJippians, Epistle to the, 114, 173, 276-282; 
nature and purpose of, 176 C; contents of, 
177 f.; place of composition of, 178 ff.; date 
of, x8o; authenticity of, 180 flf.; integrity of, 
181 f. 


Philo, 86, 87 fi.*, HI. Sn s/so Index II 
Philoxenus, 503 
Pilate, Pontius, 7i-73* 

Pindar, 189 

Pliny (major), m f.; (mhor), 187, 315 f. Soo also 
Index n 

Pmumatskoi (‘'spirituals’*)* lu Galatia, 120, 
m ff.; in Corinth, 149 ff., 159 
Polycarp of Hierapolis, 503 
Polycarp of Smyrna, 456, 457. Soo also Index II 
Pompey, 35 ff.*, 40 f., 91, 224 
Porphyry, bishop of Gaza, 84 
Porter, F. C., i8i 
Priesthood, Jewish, 131-137* 

Priscillian, 414 

Proselytes, ^ f.* Sot also Baptism (of prose- 
lytes) 

Provinces, administration of Roman, 51 f., 
67 ff.* 

Psalms of Solomon, 38 f. Sot also Index II 
Ptolemy (successor of Alexander), 8 f. 

Ptolemy Philadelphus, 83 
Publicans, 70 n. 

Q. Sot ttndtr Synoptic gospels 
Quirinius, census of, 66 ff., 155 n., 4x0 

Rabbi, 1x9 n. 

Rabbinic literature, 104-xio* 

Rabboth, 107 

Rabbula, bitiiop of Edessa, 503 
Ramsay, W. M., 155 n., 2x6 n., 324 
Raphia, battle of, xo 
Re^abites, iix 
Reinach, S., 366 
Renan, £., 268 n., 287, 399, 4x1 
Repentance, Jewish emphasis upon, X03; in 
teaching of Jesus, 158 f.; for sin after bap- 
tism, 309 

Resurrection, 5, 114, 185, 151 
Revelation, Book of, 205, 35 T“ 37 a» 4^ f-> 47^1 
nature and purpose of, 357 ff., 363 ff.; author- 
ship of, 358, 367^371, 450; dreams and visions 
in, 358 ff.; angels in, 360; interpretation of, 
3fo-363; hatred of Rome in, 357, 361, 364; 
“stage properties of apocalyptic’* in, 363 £.; 
date of, 364-367; relation ^ to G^pel of 
John, 371 f. 

Riddle, D. W., 306 n., 463 n. 

Roberts, C, H., 486 

Romans, Epistie to the, 1x4, 1x5, 262-272, 
456; original destination of, 161 ff., 171 ff.; 
composite nature of, 163-168; nature of 
chap. 16 of, 263 f., 167; shorter re ce nsion of, 
264-268; purpose of, 267 f.; contents of, 
268-271 

Rome, checks Antiochus IV, 14; treaties of 
with Judas, 20 f.; treaty with Simon, 24; 
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conquest of Palestine by, 35-37; civil war in, 
40 ff.; Augustan reforms in, 5X f., 67; Jews 
in, 50 f.; hatred of in Revelation 
stigixiacized Babylon emperors of, 

3^ “• 

Ropes, J. H., n., 2.19, 120, 121, 313, 328 n., 

334. 3 S«. 490. 49 *. 499 . 504. 505. 508 

Sabbath, Jewish views about, 116; Jesus’ word 
about, 162 f. 

Sacrihces, 136 

Sadducees, 28, 47, 113, 114 f., 117 f. 

S'a^an (officer in temple), 135 f. 

Salome (sister of Herod), 48, 57 f., 60, 61 
Salvation, longing for in gentile world, 182 f. 
Samaria, 7, 27, 37 
Sanders, H. A., 490 
Sanhedrin, 42, 47, €9, 129-132* 

Sargon, conquers northern kingdom, 3 
Scaurus, 35 f., 39 
Schechter, S., zoo, loz, 124 
Schmiedel, P. W., 226 n. 

Schools in Palestine, 93 f. 

Schulz, D., 263 

Schurer, E., x, 9 n., 21 n., 33, 40, 91, 122 n., 
123 n., 130, 133 n., 143 
Schwartz, £., 229 
Scilitan martyrs, 4^ 

Scribes (Jewish), 1 18-110*, 126-128, 130; atti- 
tude of toward Jesus, 163 
Seleucus (successor of Alexander), 8 f. 
Sepphoris, 61, 64 

Septuagint, 82 f.; as Christiaas* Bible, 183, 
m i: 3 * 4 . 38*. 455 . 4 «o 
Serapion, bishop of Antioch, 467 
Serapis, 198, 245 

Sermon on ^e Mount, 389, 396, 435 

Seventy, the, 179 

Sextus Empiricus, 86 

Shammai, t ip 

Shema, 93, zo6 

Shemoneh Esreh, 93 

Sibylline Oracles, 80, 86 f. 

Sifra, 107, 109 
Sifrd, Z07, 109 

Silas, 230, 233 L Sh als 9 Silvanus 
Silvanus, 322 f., 324, 326. Sh also Silas 
Simon CHasmonean), leadership of, x3-^3* 
Simon (Peter [f.^J), 170 
Simon ben Shetach, 33, 34, 94 
Sin, Jewish view of, 103, 353; after baptism, 
308 in 1 John, 347; view ^ in apocalypses, 

353 f- 

Sixtus V, 50X 

Skeat, T. C, 487 

Soden, H. von, 486 

Son of David. Sm David, son of 

Son of tnao, 141 f., 162 f., 171, 375 f. 


Sopherim, 109, 119 
Souter, A., 479, $05 

Spirit, the source of Jesus’ authority, 164 f., 
174; the possession of his early followers, 
174-177*; manner of reception of, 175 f.; 
ancient view of, 175 f.; baptism in, 195 
Spitta, R, 327, 340, 362 
Stephanas, R., 495 n., 507 n. 

Stephen, significance of story of, 178 f., 404; 

speech of, 179, 421 
Stoicism, 86, 186 
Strabo, 80 

Strack, H. L., 135 n., 441 n. 

Strauss, D. F., 429 

Streeter, B. S., 434, 481, 490, 494, 499, 504 n., 
508 

Suetonius, 91. Sh also Index n 
Suidas, 318 
Swete, H. B., 371 
Sylleus, 58 f. 

Symmachus, 83, 183 
Synagogue, 92 f., 106; “Great,” 92 
Synoptic gospels, mutual relationship of, 373, 
426-436; priority of Mark, 376, 426 ff., 
429 f.; theory of Urmarcns, 430; differences 
of from Gospel of John (j.t>.), 373, 437 ff.^ 
and similarities of to, 373 f.; Q, assumed 
source of Matthew and Luke, 431-434*; 
other sources of Matthew and Luke, 434 ff. 

Talmuds, 108 f. 

Tannaim, 109 
Targums, 92 

Tadan, 467 f., 471, 502 f. 

Temple, pollut^ by Andochus IV, 15; te- 
de^cated by Judas, 17; entered by Pompey, 
36; tebuilt by Herod, 54 f.; sanctity of, 132; 
Roman eagle tom fi^m door of, 60; adminis- 
tradon of, 132-137* 

Tertullian, 95, 194, 267, 295, 337, 347, 

462 ff., 468, 499, 507. Sh also Index 11 
Tetrad of virtues, 86, 237 
Textual cddcism, 206, 475~509; scdbal errors, 
475-479; classificadon of Mss., 479-481; 
comparison of ancestors, 481; “community 
of error, “ 479 f.; mixture, 480; intrinsic and 
transcdpdonal probability, 481 f.; harder 
reading, 481 £.; shorter reading, 482; con- 
jectntal emendadon, 482 ap^araPus 
criPicus, 483-508* Qh also Manuscripts, Ver- 
sions, Patrisdc citadons); materials, 483 
roll and codex, 483 £.; forms of writing, 484 
ff.; systems of nomenclature, 485 499 n. 

ToxPus RnopPas, 495, 501 f. 

Theodote of Mopsuestia, 472 
Theodorioo, 84, 183 
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Theophilus of Antioch, 465 
Therapeutflc, iii, f.*, 1x5 
Thessalonians, First Epistle to the, 114, 233- 
238; occasion and purpose of, ^33-136; 
analysis of, 136; authenticity of, 136 f.; 
integrity of, 137 f. 

Thessalonians, Second Epistle to the, 2.14, 115, 
239-244; occasion and purpose of, 239 
date of, 240 f., 244; authenticity of, 239, 
241 

Theudas, 422, 423 
Thomas of Harkel, 503 f. 

Thucydides, 179, 420. Sie also Index II 

Tiberius, 71, 73 

Tigranes of Armenia, 33, 35 

Timothy 2.33 f., 243, 254, 280, 300 

Timothy, First Epistle to, 213, 299-307; 

analysis of, 301. Sto also Pastoral Epistles 
Timothy, Second Epistle to, 213, 299-307; 

analysis of, 301 £. Sa also Pastoral Epistles 
Tischendorf, C., 486, 504 
Tithes, 116 

Titus Cman), 254, 256. 259 £., 300 
Titus, Epistle to, 213, 299-307; analysis of, 
302. Sot also Pastoral Epistles 
Torrey, C. C., 381, 386, 416 
Tosef^ 108 
Trajan, 325 

Trent, Council of, 473 £., 500 £. 

Trypho, 23-25 

Tubingen scholars, 280 £., 323, 368, 429. Sot 
also F. C. Baur 

Twelve, the, 159 f,; flight of to Galilee, 170 £.; 
renewed hopes of, 170 f . 

Urmarcus ^»x)to-Mark), theory of, 430 
Ussher,J.,295 

Valerius Maximus, 91 
Varus, 62 
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Versions, of New Testament, 475, 478, 497- 
506* 

Arabic, 498, 505 
Armenian, 49S, 505 
Bohairic CMemphitic), 505 
Curetonian Syriac, 502 
Ethiopic, 505 
Georgian, 490, 505 f. 

Harclean, 382, 503 f. 

Old Latin, 489, 498-500* 

Peshitto, 382, 501 flF.* 

Philoxenian, 503 
Sahidic (Thebaic), 505 
Sinaitic S}niac, 490, 502 
Vulgate, 489, 500 f.* 

Vespasian, 367 
“Virgins," 230 
Vischer, E., 362 
Vitellius, 73 

Vulgate. Sot tmdor Versions 

Wealth, Jesus’ attimde to, 160 f. 

Weiss, B., 323 

Weiss, J., 252, 362 

Weizsacker, C. von, 229 

Wellhausen, J., 22, 24, 28, 29 n., 30, 45 

“We passages," in Acts (g.v.'), 230, 416 £.♦ 

West, J. C., 381 n. 

Westcott, B. F., 387 n., 471 n., 488, 508, 509 
Wostmt text, 424 £., 488, 489, 491, 492, 493, 
496, 500, 504 

WiUoughby, H. R., z86, 496 
Wisdom, 86 f. 

Wisdom of Solomon (Book of), 86 f. Sto also 
Index n 

Wrede, W., 321, 314 f. 

Zabinas, 26 

Zealots, 68. Sot also Home Rule Party 
Zerubbabel, 4 
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14:50.... 
14:51 f.. 
14:53 ff.. 

14:55-61- 

14:65.... 

157 

1535.. .. 

152:6 


381* 

4“ 

37 ? 

395 

160 

i6i* 

379* 

• • -369*. 379 

....395,408 

371 

381 

• • -394*, 4»8 

380, 408 

380 

406 

380 

408 

384* 

•••■397,478 

391 a. *.478 

151- 

...380,385* 

384 

164* 

380 

381 n. 

140 

381 

114 

“4^ 

• • • .380, 407 

'ipj 

407 

. . .i6x*, 380 
.-..380,397 

•-•380,394* 

381 

385* 

143 

585 

..386* 411* 

41-7* 

375* 

407 

381 n. 

439 

379 

• • 443 

381 

170 

379 

384* 

....375,406 

405 

••••405.433 

72. n. 

.381 n., 406 
••■ i79,3Si 
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15:16-20. 


15 3.1 

381- 

1533. 

381 

153-9 


15:34 

382. 

13:38 

386* 

15:39.... 


1541 

381 

15 ^^-47- 


1344.... 

381 n. 

1545.... 


16:6 f 


167 

170*. 384* 

16:8 

387 f.* 

16:9, 10.. 

38711.* 

16:9-20... 

. .208, 387*, 451, 490 

16:12 f.. . 

38711-* 

16:14 

387 n.* 

16:1$, 16. 

387 n-* 

16:16.... 


16:19 

387 “•* 


Lake 

i:i-4-*** 

4 ° 3 * 

1 ;8 ff . . . . . 

135 

i:i4 

404 

2-.40 

155 

2HI--5I.., 

15s* 

^‘ 5 ^ 


3:1 

4^3* 

3:1,2..., 

158 

37-9...., 

431* 

3:10-14.. 

150* 

3:19 

64 

3^ 


2:22 

157* 

2 "*2 


4:1-13.... 



4:16-21.,, 

93 

4:16-30. , 

404*. 407 

4:18, 19, , 

414* 

4-19 


4*31 


4^0 

419* 

5 :i2-i6. . , 

432- 

534 


6:i-ii..., 

42-7 

6:6-11..., 


630-23.. 


7:1-10 

432- 

7:13 

442- 

738-23.. 


7^4-35*- 


7:^ 

152- 

734 


736 

405 

7:36-50.. 

407* 

833.-15 . , 



AO < 



9:10 

409* 


9:17 

409 

9:18 

409 

9:1-7 

165 

9:37 


9:5 1-18:14. . . 


9:51- 


10:1-20 

179* 

JO.-25-28 

407 

10:2.5-37 

405 

ii:i 

I«I D. 

13:1 


13:6-9 

408* 

13:32- 

63 

i 5 :i» 2 - 


16:18 

161, 411 

16:19-31 


16:20 


17:11-19 

405. 414* 

17:21 

159* 

18:1 


18:9-14 

II6* 

18:18-30 


18:35-43 


19:11 

410* 

19:57 


i 9 *' 4 i -“44 

411* 

19^5-48 

406* 

20 a. 7— 40 




io :39 

407* 

20:40 

407* 

20^1-44 


21 no 

411* 

22:19, 20 

. ..199*, 208, 480 

1204-27 


22:31, 31..., 

I 7 I* 

22.:37 

173 * 

2143 , 44 ---- 


22:50, 51. . . . 

415* 

22:67 

406* 

23:6-16 

406* 

23:12 

64 

2-3:32- 

406* 

1-5:34 

208 

2-3:37 

406* 

13:56 

415 

24:6 


24:13-35 

38711. 

243.1 

170 

2435-2.7..... 

412.* 

24:34 

170 * 

^•*39 

545 

14^9-41 


14 H 1 f 

345 

2444 

413.* 

14 H 9 

175 

14:50. 51- ••• 



John 

i:i-r8 174* 

1:5 446 

1:10 446 

1:11 441* 

1:13 475 * 


444*^446 

3:1a. 446 

3:17 44^ 

3.02. 156 n., 194* 

33.3 151 n., 446. 

33.6 446 

3=^ 438* 

3=-9f 446 

3:31 446 

4:1 I5I 194* 

4:=^* 3. 156 n- 

4:10-15 444* 

4:15 444* 

4:31-44 444* 

4:40 44® 

4^1 438* 

4H3 446 

4:44 f 439* 

448-56 44«- 

5:5 44»- 

5:16 441 

5;i6-i8 440 

53i 446 

6:3 446 

6:13 446 

63.1 44X* 

6:34 445* 

6 ‘ j^i 441 

6 : 6 z 22.7 

6:61-71 440 

6:68 ff 445* 

7:1-13 441* 



7-‘37 

7^1 

7^4 

7:50 

7-5^ 

7:53-8:11 

8:15 

8:17 

8ao 

8:59 

9:1-40... 

9=8 

10:8 

loai 

103.3 

io3.6-i8. 
10:31.... . 

xo:34 

xo-35 

11:6 

113.5, x6. 

11:35 

xx:39 

iiufi f. . , 

11^1-43. 

11:45-57. 

11:49 

11:51 

ii;i-8.... 
iz:8 

I13j 0 ff. . . 

zxay 

iz:36 

12.^7 

1356 

14:5 

14:16 

14:31 

15:15 

153-5 

16:5 

167 

i6;iz 

16:13 

17:15 

18:3 

18:5 

18.7 

18:13 

i82l8 

18.33.. .. 
18:33-38.. 

19:9 

19:10 f. . . 

19:19 

19:30 

1935.. .. 

ao:ii-i8.. 


371 

439 

440 

Z2.7 n. 

439 

• 447* 

446 

441* 

440 

440* 

442- 

12-7 

371 

17 

446 

446 

440 

441 

440 

441 

4^* 

441* 

441* 

443* 

441* 

439* 

446 

44^ 

408 3. 

439 

i8z* 

443* 

440 

446 

446 

44« 

175 

446 

44« 

441* 

44« 

175 

446 

175 

....476 f.* 

133 o- 

439 

439 

446 

179 n. 

X79 n. 

443* 

X79 n. 

443* 

439 

443* 

448*. 449* 

. . . .587 n. 
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10:17 

10:19, 10 

loan 

2004 f 

1034-19 

ioa8 

103.9 

10:30 

10:31 

11:1-19 

11:1-13 

11:1-15 

11 7 - 2-3 

ii:i8, 19 

1134 

11 = 4 . 2-5 

113.5 

Acts 

1:4^ 

1:5 

1:8 

1:8 ff 

1:13 

1:19 

1:1-13 

1:5 

i:9r-ii 

1:10 

2 -:i 3 

1:14-36,.... 

13.3 



2 .: 37 - 4 i 

1:38 

2 -: 38 - 4 i 

2 -: 42--47 

2.44-47 

146 

3:11-16 

3:15 

4:1 

4:1 ff 

44 

4:10 

4:15-17 

4:2.5 ff 

4:31 

4 - 32 .-S:ii 

4 - 34-37 

4:36 

5 :i“ii 

5:17 

5- 24 

5:16 

5:33 f 

534-39 

6:1 

6:6 


..•441* 

387 n. 

..I 7 S* 


448 


•174. 438* 

438* 

438*, 448 
403* 


448* 


170 

448* 

385 

340 

•448*, 449* 
448* 

448 


...ITS 

.195* 

.414* 

• 175 

..41J 
..411 
. .218 

.177* 

. . .80 
..177 
..176 
..218 
..411 

-42-1* 
.118* 
..195 
156 n. 
.218* 
..177 
.198* 
.218* 
..411 
..136 
..117 
.118* 
..411 
..411 
.406* 
.118* 


..177 

.118* 


.130 

.414 

.117 

.136 

.136 



178 


.413 


^:9 

7:51 

8 

8;i 

8^ 

8:16 

8 2.6-39 • • • 

828 

9:1 ff 

9:1-9 

9:2. 

97 

926-30.. . 

9:30 

9:30 f.... 
K> 04 - 43 - ■ 
10:35, 3«- 
1044-48. , 

1048 

11:19 

iia -5 

II 3.5, 16. , 
iia.7-30.. 

1128 

11:30 

11:11 

1111-33.. 
1125 

13:1 f 

13 ;i-I 428 
132 ff.... 

13:5 

13:6-11... 

13:13 

13:15 

143.1-18.. 

143-3 

15 :i ff . . . . 

15-7 

15:13-11.. 

15:14 

1528, 19.. 

15:3s 

1536 

15:36-16:1. 

i 5 : 37 - 39 -- 

1541-16:1. 

16:1-5 

i6.*6, 7. . . . 

16:6 ff 

16:6-11 

16:10-17... 
16:11-40... 
16:14, 15.. 
1625-39... 

17:15 

1733. 

1721-31.., 


178 

i79*» 414 

195 

42.3 

178 


•295 

174* 

.104 

.170 

.418 



..117 

.111* 

..111 


414 

414 

..195 n.* 

195 

178 

....111 * 
.1X1, X19 
.... 117 * 

42-5’* 

42-3 

450 

77 


2^7 

119 n. 

224 

229 

219 

414 

219 

93 

219 

423 

,118, m*, 127 f.* 
418* 

422* 

414 

118 

219 

119 

219 

219 

219* 

215 

4»S* 

115* 

416* 

416* 

233 

368 

418 

234 

187* 

414 



PASSAGES CITED 


528 


18:1-17... 

12.7 

18a. f 

3.63 

^8:5 

2.34 

18:8 


18:12.-17. . 

174 

18:16 


18:18 

247*2.63 

18:19 

247 

183.3 

115* 

1834-197 

451 

183.6 

H 7 , 163 

19:1-7.... 

i5i» 270, 195* 

19:1-215:1. 

237 

19^5 

295 

19:8-10. . . 

M 7 n-* 

19.32. 


2 X 311 


2 X):i- 6 . ... 

260* 

xo:5-i5... 


3 o:i 6 

425 

20:18-35 . . 

4 ^ 1 * 

20:31 

247 n.* 

21:1-18..., 

42^* 

217-14..., 

425 

21:8 

2-97 

21:17-26.. 

416*, 418 

21 3.1 

425 

2133-26.. 

425 

2x34 

425 

2x39 

305 

21:38 


2140 

85 

223 

85 

22.-6-i6..., 

428 

22:19 

95 

xj:8 

2X5 




2336-30.. 


2-53S 

■ 1790- 

2-5:8 

416* 

26:11 ff... 


26:12-18.. 


26:21. 22. . 

415* 



27:1-28:16 

416* 

28:1-10 


2833-28.. 

404* 


Romans 

1:5 

171 

1-7 


1:13-15... 

2.71 

1:14 f 

268 

1:15 


i;i6. 17... 


1:18-32... 


2:1-330. . 




^ 72 .* 

3:^ 


5:1 



7 


83 


839, 30. . 

304* 

9:1-11:36. 


11:13 f 

2.71 

1136 


12:1 


13:1-7.... 

364 

14:10 

165* 

14:25-23.. 

i« 5 * 

143^3 

2.65 

15:1-13... 

V2* 

15:4 

203* 

1^35-28.. 

262* 

16 

....263fiF.*,267f.* 

16:1 


163 

262* 

26:3 

274 

26:5 

263 

167 


16:13 

381 

16:17-20.. 

i« 3 * 

1631-23.. 

263 

1632 

262, 323 

1634 


1635-37.., 

...264, 265* 2970. 

I G>rmthians 

i:i 

m6. *-54 

13 


1:10-17.... 

H9 * 

1:11 

148- 

};i8-i.3.... 

250* 

4:6 

M 9 * 

4:21 

274* 

4:27 

•249, 254, 280, 301 

4:18 

254 

4:18-21 . . . 

149. 155 * 

sgff- 

257 

5:9 

254 

5:9-23 

148* 

7:2 

250 

7:10, 11. . . 


7:29 

285 

731-24..., 

286 

73 .^ 

2.^0 n. 



8:i 


9:2 

429 

9 : 2 - 2.7 

251 

9:9-11.... 

89 f.* 

930 

219 

104 

90 ‘ 

1031 

297* 

1035-30. . , 


1133 

* 99 * 

1133-26.,, 

> 97 * 

xi34£ 

297* 

11:30 

> 97 * 

22 .-34 

> 55 * 


1238 


24 

275 

14:18 

276, 251 

25:3-7 

379 

25:5 

270* 

25:8 

429 

25:32 

. . . .231, 147*, 275 

iS^ 5 - 49 - 


16:1 


26:5 

247* 

16:8 

247, 248, 260* 

16:10 

254 

16:10 f 


16:11 

302 

16:12 


16:17 

248* 

16:19 

M 7 *, >63 

1632 

292* 

n Corinthians 

1:1 


1:8 

274 

1:8 flF 


2:9 

274 

i:iz, 12. . . 

315 

1:25 


1:15 ff 

2 - 59 * 

1:10 

no. 72.1 



22-3 


2:1 

255 * 

2:3 

158* 

24 

>- 3 >. > 35 * 

2:5 ff 

^ 55 * 

2:5—11 

>37* 

2:9 

>58* 

2 .-I 3 

> 53 *.> 36 n- 

3:2 

>38 

33. 

281* 

4:4 

3 *. >87 

47-28 


4:8 ff 

2740. 

5:22 

>38 

530 

285 

6:5 

274 

^‘9 

274 n. 

6:14-7:1.... 

...248*, 254, 261* 

7:4 


7 :< 

no n.* 



7:6 ff 


7:8 ff 

>35, Mfi* 

7:23 

>36* 

8:9 


8:16 ff 

254 

9:4 

>59 “•* 

ID-13 

256 ff.* 

10:6 


22:9 

276 



XI33 

>74* 



iia 3 -a 9 . 


1134 . 2 - 5 - 









ix:i7 f . . . 


I^ao £. . . 

..58 





13:1 f. ... 


133- 


13:10 

M8* 


Galatians 

1:1-5... 


la 


i £ 



2x7 



i:io-2.:i . 


i:io-a:i4. 


i:ii 


1:13-1:14. 

113 

1:16 ff... . 

419 

1:17 


lao 



ZII* 

iaa-a 4 *<< 


T?T 

lai* 

- 

— J 





17 ^ 

313*. 418 

i:ii S — 


x:ii-i4. . , 

324 

x:ii-xi,., 

M 3 

2 -:i 3 

115* 

x:i5-xi... 


x:z6 

331 

3:1 

. . *1x4 

3 ^ 1-5 

117 

3:1-5:10.. 

“-3 

34 


jaSt ... 

185* 

43 

187* 

4ao 


4ai-io. . , 


4:13 


4:16 

117 

4:1^ 2 X 5 . . 


4^0 

23-7 

43.1 


4:24 

s°* 

43-5 

477 * 

5:1-10.,.. 

xi8 

53 


54 


5:5 f 

137 

5 :xi 


5 ill 

ii 3 *» 178 

6 :z 


6:1-10 

xi8 
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6:17.... 

i:i-x3.. 

1:15. 26. 
x:i-io. . 
x:ii-i8. 

x:ii-2a. 

32-3 

Ephesians 

2.94 

194* 

2.94 

386 

IQX 

x:xx 

187 

xao 

197 * 

33 

^3 

3:1-4.... 

19s* 

5:1-20.. 


33 

197 * 

3 ill 


4:1-16. . 

194. *-98 

43 


4 i« 

^ 

4:16 

M8 

4 ii 7 - 3 i. 

^4 

4ao, u. 

XlQ5* 

5:i-xi... 

^94 

501-6:9. 

^94 

6:10-10. 

>- 94 . 198 

6:19 f . . . 

183 

6ao 

*85 

6ax, 11. 

183* 

6ai-a4. 

a ^94 

1:1 

Philippims 
i8o* 

i:i-ii.,. 

^77 

1*7 

178 

laxf. . . 

m * 

x:ii fiF... 


iai-i6.. 


iii 3 

178* 

1:15-18. 

178*, x8i* 

1:17-30., 

^77 

^^7 

2.79 

i:i-ii... 

2.77 

x:6-ii . . 

174*. *81* 

x:9 ff 

293 

x:ii-i8.. 

^77 

2 -i 29 

315* 

x:i9-3o.. 


2 - 2-3 

3 > 5 * 

a-iM 

*^ 79 *. 3 > 5 * 

xa5-i8.. 


3*1 


3a ff.... 

x8x* 

3a-4ii.. 

178 

4 af.... 

178* 

43 

x8o* 

44-7.... 

2L78 

4:5 


4 iM 

178* 

4:10-13.. 

V8 

405 f... 



5 ^ 


4:16 

4:18.... 

4ao 

4ai f. . 
4 ai.... 

la-x^. , 

325 

315 

325 

178*. 315 

Colossians 

14.,.'.. 


27 


23 


i:9-X3.. 

2.91 

2 ii 5 

^92 

1:16 


1:18 

2.91 

lao 

2.91 

lai 


2 i 23 


2:2.7 


x:i 

189, 195 

2-3 


x:8,9... 


1:8-34.. 


2-3 


1:10 

107* 

i;il 

xoo* 

ii 23 


xa6 


x:i8, 19. 


2 -ii 9 

» 97 * 

xao-x5.. 

195* 

xat 


3 i 5 - 4 ii.. 


4a-i8... 

2.91 

43 

^3 

4.7,8... 


4:9 


4ao 

32-3 

4:10 ff. . . 

427 

4:10-14.. 

184 

4 ao-i 7 .. 

2^3 

4ax f . . . 


4 a 3 ..., 

1 * 4 . *-95 

4 ^ 4 .... 


4a6. . .x88, X89, X95* 198, 456 

4 i 27 

184 

4a8 

173*. >83* 

4:29 


1 Thessalonians 

la. . .... 

230. 323 

23 

237 

27 

234 

I.-8 

233 

1:9,10.. 

233 * 

xa 

233 

2-3 


X7ff.... 

233 

xao ff. . . 

233 

2 -:i 3 

234 
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z:i4-i 6 t37* 

1:15. 16 *-35 

3:1-5 ’■34 

yf‘ 134 

3:11 M®* 

4:3-8 135 

47 ’•3^* 

4=5 ’■34 


6:17-2.1 301 

6ao 303, 306 n. 

6:30 304* 

n Timothy 

i:i-2.:i3 301 

i;ii 300 

1:14 304 

1:13-18 301 

r:ii 199 


10:19 ff.. . . 
ioa.6-31. .. 
io*32-'*34- • ■ 
10:34 

11:1-11:39. 




386 

....309* 

■3’4. 3’5 

....316* 

310 

....309* 


’3 3’o. 3’4 ff-* 




4:13-5:11... 

. . .Z35 f.*. 241* 

— “t 

1.11 

300* 



23:8 

326* 

5:2 

2.34 

3:1-9 

302 

13:24 


5:2. 


3:20-17 

302. 

13:16 


5:8 

2.37 

3:26 


13:18 


5:12. 

181 

4:1—8 

302. 

13:18 f 

315* 

5:^4 

’■35* 

4:5 

2.97 

23:29 

3*4* 

53.7 

138*. 143* 

47 

303* 

13:11 

325 

n Thessalonians 

47> 8 


23:2.3 

3*4*. 3’S* 

1:1 

32-3 

4:9-18 

302. 

23:24 

325 


1:6-10 240 

i:i-i2. 240 ff.* 

11 544 * 

1:6,7 140* 

1:13 143* 

1:15 ^44 

3:6-15 ’• 39 * 

3:17 144*. 313 

I Timothy 

1:1-10 301 

1:5 305* 

14 303 

1:10 303* 

1:13 1^7 

1:15 2.99 

lOo 307 

1:1-7 301 

1:5 303 

3-7 300* 

1:8 301 

1:9-13 301 

^99 

301 

3:14-16 301 

3:15 2-59*. 300* 


3:1-11 301 


James 

1:1 32-7, 32-8 n.*, 33 I* 

13 . 318 n.*, 319 

ISL-18 319 

1:3 331 

14 318 n.* 

1:5 318 n.* 


Philemon 


11 184*, 315* 


2 ”*i 3^7, 32-9* 330* 331 

1:1-13 319 

2 -:i 4 32-9 

2.:i4-2^ 32-9» 330 

130 331 

3:1 32-9 

3:i-4-'2o 32-9 

4:“-5:6 33° 

4:11 319. 334* 

57 319. 330. 334* 


3:2^ 

303 

1:1-5:10 

320 

5.7-11... 

330 

4:2 

304* 

20 

312* 

5:22- 

32-8, 32-9. 330 

4:1-16 

302 

1:1-3 

308* 

M 

H 

00 

330 

4:3 

303 

2-0 

3 ***. 3*3 

5:19 

32-9 

4:21 

427 

3:2 

322. 

5:19, 20.. 

330 

4:22. 

3 »* 

4-6 



I Peter 

4:24 


5:11-6:11 

3 * 0 *. 314* 

1:1 

32-6 


4:19 199 

5:i-6x. 301 

5:8 303* 

5i3 303* 

6:3-10 301 

6:11-16 301 

6:11 304* 


6-4-8 309 f.* 

6:5 3«* 

6:9-11 3*4 

6^3-10:35 310 

7a7 1170. 

8:1, 1 311* 

10:1 ff 313* 


i:if. 

1:3,4 

1 :3-ii. . . . 

1:13-1:10. 

1:14 

1:18 

1:9 f 
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x:ii f 3 ^ ^^2.8 

z:i3-i7 3^4 2.3^-4**6 

1:18-3.7 3“- 3:i-M-- 

3:6 32-3 3-7 

3:8-4:11 3“-* 3:9 

3:16 32-3 3:12 

3:15-11 32^ 3-28 
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2:5-13 344 9 

2:5-3:17 343 20 

2:8 346*, 347 21 

i;io 346*, 347* 11-16. . . 

1:2 343 14 f 

1:3-8 344 27 

1:4 348* 17-13- •• 

17 347 25 

1-T-I2 344 10 

1:11 343 Ilf 

1:21-24 343 14. 15-- 


mjohn 


343 

343 

344 

343 

347 

347 

343 

343 * 

344 

344 

343 

348 * 

344 

343 

344 

344 
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Heerot. Pah. i, 10 303* 

Theophilus of Antioch 
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